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6 Of the DoStrine of the Book III* 

4. Laftly, I would obfervc, that though 
at prefent there are but few who difbelieve 
the miraculous conception, there have al- 
ways/ I believe, been fomcp and thofe men 
of learning and chara<5ter among chrifliatis, 
who have thought as I aqa now incline^ 
to do with refpe<5t to it, I have feen $1 
fmall tfaft of Mr. Elwall's, written about 
fixty years ago, the dcfign of. which was 
to difprove it. It made no impreffion upon 
me at the time, and I have not been able 
to procure it fincc. Dr. Eaton, a learned 
and refpe(5table diflenting minifter, late of 
Nottingham, though he never wrote upon 
the fubjedl, is well known by his acquaint-^ 
ance tQ have been decidedly of the fame Qpi* 
pion with Mr. ElwaU; and fo have been, an4 
are, feyeral others, inferigr to none that bear 
thp chriftian name for underilanding, learni* 
jngf or probity. To my certain knowledge, 
the number of fuch perfons is encreafing, 
gnd ieveral pf them think it to be a matter 
pf gr?^t confequence, that a do(5trinc which 
{he^ regard as a difcredit tp (he chriftiaa 

ffheme, 
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fchcmc, {hoiild be exploded. They alfo 
think it far better that this fhould be done 
by chriflians themfelves, than by unbe- 
lievers, who may fay that we never give 
up any idle notion, till we can maintain 
it no longer. 

Having premifed thus much, I proceed 
to the confideratton of the fubjedt before 
me, and I fhall do it with -the greateft free- 
dom, and as far as I can judge concerning 
myfelf, with perfedt impartiality. Ob- 
fcrving that, though I frankly acknowledge 
the arguments againji the miraculous con- 
ception confiderably preponderate in my 
mind at prefent, I (hall notformanabfolutely 
decided opinion, till I fhall have had an 
opportunity of feeing what weight may be 
thrown into the oppofite fcale, by any per- 
fons who ftiall candidly examine what they 
will find advanced in this chapter; 
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SECTION I. 

Of tie Nature and Importance of the DoSirinc 
of the Miraculous Conception. 

TN the firft place I would obferve, that the 
importance of this do(5lrine has been un- 
reafonably magnified in modern times. It 
is one on which the ancient unitarians held 
oppofite opinions, without, as far as ap- 
j^ears, having ever thought the worfp of one ^ 
another on that account ; and, therefore, 
there can be no rcafon why we fliouid not 
e^ercife the fame mutual candour at this 
day. The value of the gofpel depends not at 
all upon any idea that we may have con- 
cerning the perfon of Cbrif. All that .we 
ought to regard is the cibjeSl oj bis mij/ion, 
and the authority with which his dodtrine 
was promulgated. The dodtrine of immor- 
tality, which is the great object of the whole 
revealed will of God, is juft as acceptable 
to me, from the mouth of the fon of Jofeph 

1 and 
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and Maiy^ as from the mouth of any man 
created for the purpofe, from that of an 
angeU or from the voice of God himfelf 
fpeaking from heaven. 

When the doftrine of the miraculous 
conception is not particularly attended to, 
we all readily fey, that it is the belief of 
the dodlrines^ the miracles, the death, and 
the refurreSiion of Chrift, that makes the 
rbriJHan ; and alio that the fewer things of 
an extraneous nature, that we connetft with 
thefe, and maintain to be infeparable from 
them, the better ; efpecially if we thereby 
make the defence of chriftianity the eafier. 
And certainly no circumftance relating to 
the Inrth of Chrift has any more connec- 
tion with the articles above mentioned, 
than the opinion of his having been a tall or 
fliort man, of a fair or a dark complexion. 
It does not at all concern us to know how 
Chrift came into the world, but what he 
taught when he was in it, and what he did 
and fufFered, as a proof of the authority by 
which he taught it. Every man, therefore, 
who believes that Chrift had a divine com- 

miifion 
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miflion to teach the great doctrines of a re- 
furreftion^ and of a life to come^ is as much 
a chriftian, and has as ilrong motives to go- 
vern his life by the precepts of chriftianity, 
as he who likewife believes that he was 
without father, or without mother, that he 
was the maker of the world, or the eternal 
God himfelf. Such articles of faith as 
thefe can only ferve to puzzle, to amaze, 
and confound men ; but they have no ten- 
dency to mend the heart or the life. 

I would farther obferve, that the doc- 
trine of the miraculous conception itfelf is 
not, in fadt, of any more confequence to the 
Socinian, than it is to the Arian, or even 
the Athanafian hypothefis. For it is no im- 
pediment to the union of the Arian or 
Athanafian logos to the human nature of 
Chrift, that his body was derived from Jo- 
feph. For any thing that we can judge, a 
body produced in the natural way, was juft 
as proper for the refidence of this heavenly 
inhabitant, as one made on purpofe. And 
if, on any fcheme, it was fit that Chrift 
ihould have human nature at all, it may 

2 be 
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be fuppofed to have been equally fit that 
he ihould have fa proper human nature^ 
dififering as little as poflible from that of 
bis brethren. There is, therefore, no more 
reafpn why the Arian, or the Athanafian, 
ihould be more attached to the belief of 
the mii^aculous conception than the Soci- 
nian. The doftrine itfelf connefts equally 
well, or equally ill, with any particular 
hypothefis concerning the nature of Chrift. 
It may be imagined to be more honour^' 
able to Chrift to have come into the world 
without the help of a man than with it ) 
but thfs is an affair of imagination only. And, 
for the very fame reafon, it might have 
been imagined to be ftill more honourable 
to him, to have come into the world with- 
out the inftrumentality of either woman or 
man, and that the fecond Adam fhould have 
cooie from the hands of God as immediately 
as the firft. Ideas no better than thefe 

r 

gave rife to the dodrine of the Gnoftics. 
For they meant to do honour to Chrift ; 
and therefore we fhould be on our guard 
?gsii>ft tbepif Biit even admitting ideas of 

this 
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this kind to have fomc weight, is it not, in 
fadt, jufl: as humiliating to have a mother^ 
as it is to have a ^/Afr; for it is nothing 
more than the body that is concerned in 
the queftion. 

We ihould likewife attend a little to the 
ideas of the Jev^s, as well as to our own, on 
•this fubjcdt. N0W9 the dodrine of the 
MeiHah being the proper fon of Jofeph, a 
lineal defcendant from David, will certain^ 
ly be more acceptable to them, than that of 
his having had a miraculous conception, 
for, though we may fancy that this cir- 
cumftance refleds more honour upon him j 
yet, in the eye of a Jew, he muft, on that 
very account, appear to be lefs accurately 
defcribed by their ancient prophets ; though 
any dodlrine which makes Chrift to have 
been properly and fimply a man^ in what- 
ever manner he was made fo, muft be infi-^ 
nitely more acceptable to them than the 
opinion of his having had a nature entirely 
different from that of man. I own, how- 
ever, that the expeftations of the Jews 
(any farther than they have a real founda- 
tion in the prophecies) ought not by any 

means 
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means to determine our judgment in the 
cafe, fb as to weigh againft any proper ar- 
gument that may be alledged on the other 
fide. 

Should I have any controverfy with a 
Jfew, I fhould not feel myfelf at all embar- 
rafled with this circumftance of the mira- 
culous conception ; as I (hould not hefitate 
to follow the example of the candid Jultia 
Martyr with refpedt to it; telling him, 
that he was at full liberty to think as he 
fliould fee reafon to do on that fubjeA r^pd 
that he might be as good a chriftian as the 
Ebionites were before him, though he (hould 
believe no more of the miraculous concep- 
tion than they had done. 

Indeed^ with rcfpeft to the importance of 
the queftion in itfelf, there are few, I ima-r 
gihe, but would be ready enough to agree 
with me, if they did not imagine that a dif- 
belief of this article would ^fft&: the credi- 
bility of the reft of the gofpel hiftory . But 
/there is an argument of/aS (which is the 
ftrongeft of all arguments) diredly againft 
them. For the Ebionites, who did difbe- 

lieve 
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lieve the miraculous conception, were as 
firm believers in the reft of the gofpel hif- 
tory as other chriflians. And, beiides, if 
we confider the nature of this apprehenfion, 
it will appear to be founded on a miilake ; 
becaufe the evidence for the miraculous 
conception, and that for the public life^ 
miracles, death, and refurredlion of Chrift, 
are exceedingly .different; fo that a total 
failure in the evidence for the one, will not 
afFe<a the credibility of the other. 

With the miraculous conception a few 
perfons only could be acquainted ; and we 
have not the teftimony of any of thofe few, 
much lefs is it in our power to compare the 
evidence of one with that of others of 
them. Who were the perfons that in- 
formed Matthew and Luke concerning it, 
we cannot tell, nor through how many 
hands the ftory was tranfmitted before it 
came to them ; admitting, for the prefent, 
that the introdudions to their gofpels were 
written by themfelves. Whereas the great 
events, fubfequent to the preaching of John 
the Baptift, have not only the teftimony of 

the 
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the writers themfelves, but that of all the 
inhabitants of Judea, and of the ftrangers re- 
fiding in it. For, as Paul fays, ** Thefc 
•* things were not done in a corner/' And 
to give the gofpcl hiftory its juft degree of 
credibility, we muft (imply confider the 
writers as credible witnejfes of what came to 
their knowledge, without any regard to 
their fuppofed infpiration^ which will never 
make any impreffion on unbelievers. Oa 
no .other ground jfhall we ever produce a 
juft and rational defence of this moft im^ 
portant hiftory. 

Setting afide all notions of injpiration^ we 
fhould judge of the gofpcl hiftory as we do 
icf any other. Now, no perfon, I appre- 
hend, lays the Icfs ftrcfs on the hiftory of 
Livy, with rcfpeft to events near to his own 
time^ becaufe bis account of Romulus and 
Remus is thought to be fabulous. Mak- 
ing my felf, therefore, perfectly eafy as to all 
the poffible confequences of this difcuftion^ 
I (hall, with perfedt freedom, confider the 
evidence for the miraculous conception as 
an article of hiftory^ ^nd (hall, with as much 

care 
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care as I can^ ilate the arguments for and 
againft it. 

It has been more particularly faid^ that^ 
fuppofing Luke to have been the author of 
the introdui^ion to his gofpel^ we may, 
vtrith the fame reafon, withhold ouraiTent to 
any circumftance in our Saviour's hiftory, 
that has been recorded by him only; for 
inflance^ the account of the raifing the 
widow's fon at Nain^ and the miflion of the 
feventy difciples, as to this of the miracu- 
lous conception. But this goes both upon 
the fuppofition of his being a competent 
witnefs to them all alike j and, alfo» of 
there being nothing more extraordinary in 
the latter cafe than in the two former; 
whereas, in both thefe refpedts, there is a 
renaarkable difference between them. 

The railing of the widow's fon, and the 
miffion of the Seventy, fell within the term 
o£ the public life of Cbrift, of the tranfac* 
tions of which there were thoufands of 
witneflcs ; and Luke himfelf, being gene- 
rally faid to have been one of the feventy ^ and 
confequently to have attended upon Chrift 

during 
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daring his rainiftry, might have been an 
eyc-witnefs of what he relates i whereas he 
cannot be faid to have been in circum- 
ftances to bear tejiimony to the miraculous 
conception atall^and^ as 1 havefaid^ through 
what hands the flory came to him we are 
not told. They might, therefore, be very 
well, or very ill informed concerning it. 

Both the railing of the widow^s fon, and 
the miflion of the feventy, befides falling 
within the public life of Chrift, are events 
fimilar to thofc for which we have the 
teftimony of the other evangelifts;^ the 
widow's fon not being the only perfon that 
Jefus raifed to life, nor the feventy difciples 
the only miflion that he fent out. Whereas 
the miraculous conception was a miracle 
abfolutely lingular in its nature, there being 
nothing like it in the hiftory of the Old or 
New Teftament. And what makes ftill more 
againft the credibility of it is, that it does 
not appear to be adapted to anfwer any good 
purpofe whatever ; but, on the contrary, ^ 
jnanifeftly bad one, in making our Saviour's 

yoL. IV. C mefliah- 
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meffiahfliip too foon, and too generally 
known, or expoiing his mother to unde- 
ferved reproach. 

On the whole, therefore, we may very 
readily admit the credibility of Luke's ac- 
count of the raifing of the widow's fon, and 
of the miffibn of the feventy difciples, and 
rejedt that of the miraculous conception, 
though related by the fame hiftorian. 

The prefumpthe evidence of any do£trine 
depends upon the nature of it; and this 
fhould be confidered before the dircSi evi^ 
dence. For it i&^ univerfally acknowledged, 
that the lefs reafon there is to expe<5t any 
particular event, the ftronger evidence it 
requires. A flight evidence is fufficicnt 
to certify us of fuch fafts as happen every 
day, or very frequently. Miracles require 
much ftronger evidence ; and, accordingly, 
fuch evidence has always been provided. 

Again, in miracles there is a gradation, 
and fome of them being more extraordi- 
nary, and lefs probable, a prior i^ than others, 
require evidence proportionably more cir- 

cumftantial. 
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cumftantial, and lefs liable to exception. 
Thus the refurredtion of our Saviour, the 
mod extraordinary, and, a priori^ being the 
moft improbable of all events, approaching 
the neareft to an impoffibility, the evidence 
of it is remarkably circumftantial ; in confe- 
quence of which there is not, perhaps, any 
faft in all ancient hiftory, fo perfedlly cre- 
dible, according to the moft eftabliftied 
rules of evidence, as it is. And the argu- 
ipents, a priori^ in this cafe, are as ftriking 
as thofe which may be called the arguments 
a pojleriori^ or the proper hiftorical proof. 
Becaufe we are able to fde the importance of 
the fad:, the evidence of which required to 
be fo exceedingly clear. Chrift, coming 
to give mankind the fuUeft aflurance of an 
univcrfal refurreftion, it was obvioufly ne- 
ceflary, at leaft highly defirable, that, be- 
fides folemnly announcing the dodtrine, and* 
confirming it by miracles, he fliould him- 
felf adlually die and rife again, as a proof of 
it. Accordingly, wft find, that Chrift did 
reft the evidence of his divine miffion in a 
particular manner, on the event of his re- 

C 2 furrediion. 
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furredion. We, therefore, fee clearly, 'M;i6y 
it behoved Chrifi both to die^ and to rife again 
from the dead. 

Now are we able ta difcover any reafon 
why Chrifl: fhould be born of a virgin, ra- 
ther than in the ufual way ? Can we coa- 
ceive it to have been at all neceffary, or ad- 
vantageous td the great objedt of his mif- 
fion, or to qualify him for fulfilling it ? I 
think I may anfwer for all unitarians, that, 
a priori^ we fhould rather have thought 
otherwife, viz. that there would have been 
a greater propriety in his being, in this,^ as 
well as in all other refpeds, what other 
men are. For then, having had no natural 
advantage over us, his refurredlion Would 
have been calculated to give us the greater 
affurance of our own. Whereas, his com- 
ing into the world in a manner fo very dif- 
ferent from that of other men, might create 
a fufpicion that there was fome other ef- 
fential difference between him and other 
men ; and, therefore, that his nature might 
be fubje<9: to other laws than thofe of ours. 



On 



Chap. XX. Miraculous Conception. it 

On this account, I am confident, that, 
had mankind been dcfircd to name a proper 
reprefentative of themfclves, in whom they 
fhoiild fee exhibited what was to befal 
themfelves, they would have chofen a man 
born as themfelves had been. A priori^ 
therefore, it muft have appeared lefs pro- 
bable, that Chrift, being fent on fuch a 
mifHon as his was, ihould be born of a vir* 
gin, than that Ke fhould be born like other 
menj as it might have been fufpcfted, that 
he would not have been produced in this 
manner, if it had not been for the fake of 
giving him fuch advantages in point of con- 
flitution, as men born in the ufual way 
cannot naturally have. His example, there- 
fore, is, in all refpedts, lefs properly pro- 
pofed to us,* and his refurredtion affords lefs 
ground for our expedation that we alfo 
fhall be raifed to immortal life ; fincc any 
peculiar conftitution of nature may have un-* 
known peculiar privileges. 
In the fcriptures, mankind arc generally 
apprized of the reafons of all the great mea^ 

C 3 furcs 
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Aires that God has been pleafed to take 
with refped: to them, Our Saviour informs 
his difciples very particularly why it was 
expedient that he fliould die, and leave 
them for a time j afluring them that it was 
for their ovyn advantage, &c. and with re-? 
fped: to thofe reafons which they were not 
at that time qualified to enter into, he 
plainly told them, that they were not ; and 
that, for that reafon, the communication of 
more knowledge to them was deferred, 

Now, arc any reafons given us in the 
fcriptures, to (how ys that it was more 
proper that Chrift was to be born of 9 
virgin, than in the ufual way ? Or, is it 
there faid, that there 'voas a reafon for it, 
but that men were not qualified to under- 
ftand it. Neither of thefe is the cafe; 
and what is particularly remarkable, a thing 
of this extraordinary kind is not fo much 
as mentioned, or in the moft diftant man- 
ner alluded to, by Chrift himfelf, or by any 
writer in the New Teftament ; fo that, if 
the dodrine be true, it does not appear to 

hav? 
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have anfwered any end whatever. And it 
is by no means analogous to the ufual con- 
du^ of Divine Providence, to take extraor- 
dinary meafures without a proportionable 
objcd: and ufe. It is no where faid, that 
God honoured mankind fo far, as either to 
fend a perfon of a higher rank than man,^ 
to be his mcffenger to them, or to make a 
man, in an extraordinary way, for that pur- 
pofe ; that more dignity might be given to . 
his charader, and greater attention fecured 
to him. ^ 

There is only one expreffion in the whole 
New Teftament, that is capable of being 
laid hold of, as, in the moft difrant man- 
ner, alluding to the miraculous conception, ' 
which is, Paul fpeaking of Chrift, Gal. iv. 
4. as made of woman ^ as well as made under 
the law. But the flighteft knowledge of 
the fcripture phrafeology may fatisfy us, 
that this is only fynoymous to the term man. 
Job fays, ch. xiv. 1. Man that is born of a 
woman is of few days, &c. and again, chap. 
;txv, 4. How can he be clean that is born of 

C 4 a woman n 
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a woman. Our Saviour alfo fays. Matt, xu 
1 1 . Among them thai are born of women^ 
there is none greater than John the Baptijt. 
To be born of women p therefore, or made of a 
nvoman^ and to be a man^ or a human beings 
is the fame thing. 

According to all appearance, therefore, 
if the doftrine of the miraculous concep- 
tion be true, God wrought a moft extraor* 
dinary miracle without any proper obje^ 
or ufe. Nay, as far as we can judge, fuch a 
preterifion as that of a miraculous birth, un^ 
lefs it had been much more particularly 
authenticated than the gofpel hiftpry reprc- 
-fents this to have been, muft have operated 
greatly to the prejudice of our Saviour's 
charafter, and confequently muft have ob- 
ftrufted the end of his miffion. For without 
the moft circumftantial evidence, for wl^ichr 
no provifion was made, the ftory of the 
miraculous conception would never have 
been believed by the Jews. And does not 
this circumftance render the wifdom of the 
fipheme very queftion^ble? For, though it 

piuft 
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mud always be acknowledged, that the 
ways of God, even with refpeft to men, 
may be inicrutable to men , yet, when no- 
thing is faid of fuch wifdom, and no fuch 
fubmiflion of our judgments is required of 
us, the fafts from which fuch myfterious 
conduA is inferred, ought not to be ad- 
mitted without proportionably clear evi- 
ilence. 
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SECTION 11. 

^he Opinions of the Chrijiian Fathers concern'^ 
ing the Vfe of the Miraculous Conception. 

A S the fcriptures fay nothing at all on 
this fubjedl, and reafon is equally filent, 
let us hear what the Fathers have faid; and 
we fhall find, that they were far from being 
at any lofs for good reafons, as they thought 
them, for Chrift's coming into the world 
in that extraordinary manner ; and certainly 
a natural birth would by no means have fo 
well fuited their hypothefes. But, unhap- 
pily, all their fchemes are fuch as unitarians 
woulciftrejedt, and therefore they will not 
tend to make the thing more credible to 
them. 

Juftin Martyr fiys, that " Chrift was 
** born of a virgin, that by the fame means / 
** that difobedience came by the ferpent, by 
** the fame means it fhould be terminated. 
" For Eve, being a virgin, and uncorrupt, 
** conceiving the logos [word] of the fer- 
** pent, brought forth difobedience and 

*^' death; 
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** death; but the virgin Mary, receiving 
** faith and favour, when the angel Ga- 
** briel faid that the fpirit of the Lord 
** (hould come upon her, and the power 
'* of the higheft overfliadow her, wherefore 
** that holy thing that fhall be born of 
'* thee is the Son of God, anfwered, Kc it 
** unto me according to thy ^^ord. And 
^* of her was born he, concerning whom 
^* we have fliown that fo many fcriptures 
^' have fpoken ; by whom Goddeftroys the 
^* ferpent, and angels, and men who re- 
'* femble him, .and produces a deliverance 
** from death for thofe who repent of their 
** evil deeds, and believe in him*/' Thus, 
as Cyril of Jerufalem fays, " As death came 

* Kai oia mi'srap^p.ii av^^aTTog yeyovsvM^ tva xcu 3i' n;'oiit » 
Ofjro Ts o^£a>5 ^a^axovi njv ap%*r/ £>^Ei Sia touP,yi; m; oJ« km xalo' 
T^ixriv >a^, Ila^Scv©" yap aa-a Eva koi a^ofQ"^ 7cv \oyov rov 
aTTO rs o^eo>g cuTi^^^aaa^ ^apaKonv xai ^avaiov f.EKe, Tliriv 3fi 
udi xa^iv hxQnjA Mapuz u cira^^ev®-, euayfe?d^ofxsvii avlm Ta^^iri^ 
ar/!kKd olt "s^vevfjia xyfis ett awry £7re}^u(T£lai . xcu i'jvatf/ug u^ira 
BTTia-xiao'ei aylYiVt 3io «^i yzn-cofMtvov s^ avliig ayiov fn vi^g ^ea, a^re- 
K^ivoiio^ ysvoHo fioi xoilx to ^.(jlx (r«.- Km Jiat roiPiYig yEyswrilai 
avlog 'ETf^t a Tocraulag ypcc^ag a'Tfoh^afjLev ei^r,aBa^ $i n o Scoj tcv tb 
c^iv, kai T8$ OfjLOio^EiP.a; crr/^?.^U Kcti a;'£'f&;^«j, uaizO^Sh aTTOLT^^sa- 
77JV & T8 ^avcHH TCi; usiayivccjxnjiv aTto ruv f awXwv, iwt zjirsvatTLV 
figavlovy ^yoc^slM. Dial, pars 2. p. 35 J • 

J *• by 
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♦• by the virgin Eve, fo it was ncccflary 
** that life fhould be brought by a virgin ; or 
** rather, out of a virgin * ." It was, however, 
inother analogy in this hiftory that ftruck^ 
Ambrofe. He fays, *' Adam was made of 
** the virgin earth, and Chrift was from a 
•* virgin -f*/' , 

Maximus Taurinenfis improves upon this 
idea ; faying, that ** as Adam was pfoducedr 
•• from the pure earth, fo is Chrift prodyced 
•• from a pure virgin." He alfo, alluding 
to Pf.xxii.6. obferves, that worms were bred 
in the pure manna, to which he compares the 
virgin Mary. What ufe he makes of thele 
comparifons may be feen in the extraft which 
1 make from this writer in the nptes J. The 

Uv^e ex 'S7«f&ew, (pcxvnvou rm (o^nv. Cat. 12. p. 155. 

f Ex terra virgine Adam, Chriftus ex virgine^ Ik 
tuG. cap. 4. Opera, volv 2» ?• 59* 

J Scd magis ilium accipiendum puto quoniam vermis 
nulla extrinfecus admixiipne alieni corporis, fed de fola 
ct p»jra terra procreatur^ ideo ilium comparat cum domi- 
no, quoniam et ipfe falvator de Tola et pura Maria gcne- 
ratur. Legimus etiam in libris Moyfi de manna vcrmi- 
ciilos procreates: digna plane et jufla comparatio. Si- 
quidem dc manna vermiculus gignitur, et dominus Chrif- 
tus de virgine procreatur, quin potius ipfam Mariam 

manna 
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fame writer fays, that God could not be 
born otherwife than of a woman only. 
** He was born," he fays, ** of a pure vir- 
•* gin, that the human birth might prove 
*• him to be a man, and the virgin- £hew 
*' that he was God'. For as flefli can only 
•* be generated from flefh, fo the flc{h of 
♦* God could not come, except from a fe- 
•' niale, without the help of a man *." All 
that we .need fay to thefe ingenious ana- 
logies, is that the fcriptures fay nothing 
about them ; and I fuppofe that thofe whil 
are now advocates for the miraculous con« 
ception will have little to fay in their 
defence. 

manna dixerim, quia eft fubtili$^ fplendida, fuavis et vix^;o^ 
quae velut caelitus veniens cund^is ecclefiarum populU 
cibum dulciorem melle defluxh, quern qui edere ac maiv 
ducare neglexerit, vitaro in femetipfo habere non ^oterit, 
ficut ipfe dominus ait. Nifi quis manducaverit mcatn 
carnem, et biberit meum fanquincm, non habebit vitam 
in femetipfo. Opera, p. 209. 

* £t natus fane ab inta£ta eft foemlna, ut eum pa^iter 
et homineni teftaretur partus humanus, et deum probaret 
eterna virginitas. Nam ficut non poterat nifi caro de 
carne nafci : ita non poterat dei caro de fcemineo uter« 
nifi fmo generante prodire^ Ibid. p. 196. 

A reajfon 
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A reafon quite different from the former, 
and no lefs ingenious, is given by La(5lan- 
tius. ** God the Father himfelf," fays he, 
** being both the origin and principle of 
** things, bccaufehehas no parents, is truly 
** called by Trifmegiftus, aTraifa^ [without 
«' father] and «,«/% [without mother].— 
" Wherefore his fon ought alfo to be bprn 
** twice, that he might be without father 
** and without mother. In his firft fpiri- 
** tual birth he was without mother, be- 
V caufe he was generated by God the Fa- 
** ther only, without the affiftance of a 
*^ mother. In his feconJ carnal birth he 
was without father, becaufe he was ge- 
nerated in the virgin's womb, without 
** the affiftance of a father ; that, having a 
** middle fubftancc between God and man, 
" he^inight lead our frail and weak nature, ^ 
** as it were by the hand, to immortality */' 

* Ipfe cnim pater cicus, et origo, ct principium rerum, 
qno'niam parcntibiis caret, aTioia^, atque a/xT^a^ a Trifme- 
gifto vci ifiime nominatur ; quod ex nullo fit procreatiis. 
Idcirco etiam filium bis nafci oportuit, ut ipfc fieret aTotlap 
atque a^a^. In prima enim nativitate fpiritali afxiflu^ fuit ; 
qui fine officio n>atris, a folo deo patrc gencratus eft. In 

fccunda 
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With refpedl to the latter part of this rca- 
foning, it might be retorted, that if it was 
neceifary that Chrifl fhould be both God 
and man^ he fhould have been both proper 
God and proper man, i. e. a man born and 
conftituted like other men. 

Auflin, whofe genius feldom fails him, 
is not fo happy in his folution of this diffi- 
culty as he is in that of fome others. He 
fays, " The falvation of the female fex was 
•* intended, becaufe Chriil was a man, born 
** of a woman only*." I fuppofe, how- 
ever, he muft have meant, that Chrift would 
take care of the men for his own fake, and 
of the women for the fake of his mother. 
Had he had a father as well as a mother, he 

fecuoda vero carnali aTrccfu^ fuit ; quoniam fine patris offi- 
cio, virginali utero procreatus eft y ut mediam inter deum 
et hominem fubdantiani gercns, noftram hanc fragilem, 
imbecillemque naturam quafi manu ad immortalitatem 
poflet educere. Faftus eft et dei filius per fpiritum, et 
huminis per carnem, id eft, et deus, et homo. Infiit. 
lib. 4. feft. 13. p. 388. 

• Ergo qua virum oportebat fufcipere, qui fexus hono- 
rabilior eft, confequens erat ut feminei fexus liberatio hinc 
appareret, quod ille vir de fcmin:} natus eft. Quefttones, 
Opera, vol. 4. p. 536. 

might 
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might have taken more than an equal care 
of the male fex. He fays, that •* Chrilt 
•* was born of a woman only, that neithw 
** fex might defpair. For had he been z 
** man, which was ncceffary, but not born 
of woman, the women might have dc- 
fpaired of themfelves, recolle<fling their v 
•* firft offence, becaufe the firft man wa^ 
•* deceived by a woman." His illuflra- 
tion of this argument, part of which may 
be feen in the notes, is curious*. 

* Sed hoc nobis oftendit, ui fcillcet in nullo fexu de fe 
defperaret humana creatura. Sexus enim humanus, ina- 
rium eft et foeminarum. Si ergo vir exiftensi quod utique 
efle debereti non nafceretur ex foemina, defperarent de (e 
foeminac, memores primi peccati fui, quia per fceminam 
deceptus eft primus homoi et omnino nullam fe fpiem ha* 
here in Chrifto arbitrarentur. Venit ergo vir fexumpraD- 
eligere virilem, et natus ex foemina fexum confolari foemi- 
neum, tanquam alloquens et dicens : ut noveritis quod non 
del creatura mala eft, fed voluptas prava pervertit eara« m^ 
principio cum feci homtnemi mafculum et foeminam feci. 
Non creaturam damno, quam feci. Ecce natus fum vir, 
ecce natus ex fcemina. Non ergo creaturam damno, 
quam feci : fed peccata, quae non feci. Uterque fexus 
videat honorem fuum : et uterque confiteatur iniquitatem 
fuam : et uterque fperet falutem. Ser. 63. Opera, Sup. 
p. 238. 

1 A muck 



Cft A P . XX. Miraculous Conception. 3 3 

A much more plaufible reafon than any 
of the preceding is that which fuppofcs 
that the greatnefs and fandlity of- Chrift's 
charader, fo much fuperior to that of other 
men, required that he fhould not be born 
as other men are. Of this nature is that 
of Irenaeus, who fays, *' If Chrift had been 
** born of Jofeph, what could he have done 
*' more than Solomon, or Jofeph, or David, 
** when he was produced in the fame man« 
*' ner, and their proper offspring/' He 
adds,, that " he could not have been the 
proper fon of God, and therefore not a 
kii^g, if he had been the fon of Jofeph, 
*♦ nor the heir, according to Jeremiah*." 
• Lactantius, not contenting himfelf with 
his former reafon, fays, ^* that it might be 
" certain that he was fent of God, it be-. 

* Si enim Jofeph Alius eflet, quemadmodum plus pote- 
rat quam Salomon, aut plus quam Jonas habere, aut plus 
eflc David, cum eflet ex eadem femihatione generatus, et 
proles exiftens ipforum I Ut quid et beatum dicebat Pe- 
trum, quod eum cognofceret efie filium dei vivi i Super 
haec autem nee rex eflc poflet, fi quidem Jofeph filius fu- 
iflet; ncc hares, fecundum Hrereii>iam. Lib; 3. cap. 
29. p. 258. 

Vol. IV. D* '' hovcd 



<< 
<( 



34 Of the Doctrine of the Book III. 

** hoved him not to be born is men arc 
** born, from two human parents ; but that 
** it might appear that he was a heavenly 
** perfon in man, he was created without 
''the affiftance of a father*," *' He ought," 
fays Cyril of Alexandria, " to have fuch a 
*' birth, I mean his earthly birth, of a wo- 
^^ man, that his prefence and manifeftatioa 
*' to the world might have fomething in it 
** worthy of a Godf /' 

" For the very reafon that you doubt,**" 
fays Chryfoftom, " for that reafon believe. 
*' It is not becaufe marriage is a bad thing, 
*f but becaufe virginity is a better ; and it 
** behoved the Lord of all to have a more 
** fplendid entrance into the world than 
•* ours ; for it was the entrance of a king. 

* Sed tamen, ut certum effet, a deo miflum ; non ita 
ilium nafci oportuit, ficut homo nafcitur, ex mortali utro- 
que concretus ; fed ut appareret, etiam in homine ilium 
efTe coeleftem, creatus eft fine opera genitoris. Infiit. lib. 
4. feft. 20. p. 430. 

fvifM KM eft yuvaiHOSt iv ex» '^0 OeoTr^em; n ei; tov M^a-fio^ eo!k tra^; 

f oJ®- KOI avodEtit^, Contra Julianum, lib, 8. Juliani Ope^^ 
ra, vol. 2. p. 279, 

^* He 
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** He ought both to agree, and to differ, 
*• with us in our birth ; and both thefe 
** things have taken place* He ought to 
•* be born of a woman, in common with 
** us 5 but to be born without marriage is 
** greater than us*/' 

All this might do tolerably well, if 
Chrift was to have been any thing more 
than a man, or to have done fbmething 
more than man could do, or than it was 
proper that man fhould be the inftrument 
of doing. But what is this to thofe who 
think that there was a greater propriety in 
Chrift being precifely a man^ and his office 
fuch as that there would have been the 
greateft propriety in its being filled by a 
man. 

No more will an unitarian acquiefce in 
the following reafon of M. Caleca.— — 

* fls-e % aTTirEifi St aula tjireuSt hk tveti^ xaxov o yaixog^i u>X 
f7Si3?i x^ei'fkiiv D *aot^^evta .rnvhra kqivh wavknv hffTt^lH eiffoiiov atf^* 
v^Bfcof €xgyfv sivau rrig ytfjLilsfa^. Boffiyatai yof nv ri siffohg sou 
MotnweiVy TfilMv rtig yewwecog-, km B^nlK^ax^M ti}; rtfAele^ . xcu o^* 
f^efcc raJla y^on. xai oTcag cxxse . to fjLsv yaf utto /iiH^a^ y^ve* 
ffdoi HMvov 'SJ^og rifjuxg ' to is x^^i9 yofiav yevea^ai fisiiavy ri jtaB 
vptoi^M In Gen, 25. Opera, vol. ii. p. 685. 

D 2 '' Chrift 
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*' Chrift was born of a virgin, that he n^ight 
" both be born without original fin, and 
** live without fin*;'* becaufe they think 
it is rather defirable that ChriA: (hould be 
of a nature as liable to Jin as other men ; that 
in all things he might be like his brethrenf, 
and be tempted as they were^ though he did 
not yield to any temptation* 

Auftin thought it was proper that Chrift 
fhould be exempt from original fin, and ac« 
cordingly he believed that he was fo, and that 
his being born of a virgin was the caufe of 
that fingular exemption. If any perfon wifh 
to know the principle on which he argued, he 
will find it in the following fcntence. Nulla 
igitur voluptate carnalis concupifcentiae fe«^ 
minatus, five conceptus eft, et ideo nullum^ 
peccatum originalitcr trahens, &c. Enchy- 
ridion, cap. 41. Opera, vol. 3. p. 167, 214. 

Fulgentius enlarges upon this idea of 
Auftin, fhewing why, in the ordinary way, 
men cannot be born without fin ; and 
therefore that Chrift was born in an extra* 

lopiKYig afjuxplia; ' xj irco ^la^imaiy cors fXYi^g^iav oftapliav tv cuHof 
sufe%fM, Combefis, vol. 2. p. 264, 

ordinarr 
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ordinary way^ that he might take away that 
fin*. 

Leo the Great fays, '* Chrift was born 
•^ of a virgin, that the contagion of human 
«* feed ceafing, the new man might have a 
'^ true human nature, and yet be abfolutely 
♦f pure ^f-." I fhall fubjoin, in the notes, 

* Et quia dum fibi invicem vir mulierque mifcentur ut 
filios generent, fine libidine non eft parentiun concubitus ; 
ob hoc filiorum ex eorum carne nafcentium non poteft 
fine peccato eife conceptus, ubi peccatum in parvulos non 
tranfmittit propagatio, fed libido. — Qui ut illud peccatum 
quod in concubitu mortalis carnis generatio humana con- 
traxitt auferet, conceptus eft novo more, deus incarnatus 
in matre virgine, fine coitu viri, fine libidine, concipientis 
virginis: utper deum hominem, quern abfque libidine 
conceptum inviolatus edidit virginis uterus, ablueretur pec- 
catum, quod nafcentes trahunt omnes homines : quibus 
in corpore mortis hujus talis eft nafcendi conditio, ut ma^ 
Ires eorum foecunditatis opus Implere non poflint, nifi prius 

virginitatem carnis amiferint. Solus igitur abftulit pecca- 
tum conceptionis, atque nativitatis humanae deus unige- 
nitus, qui dum concipiretur, veritatem carnis accepit ex 
virgine, et cum nafcererctur, integritatem virginitatis fer- 
vavitin matre. De fide, cap. 2. p. 487. 

f Creator ac dominus omnium rerum dignatuseft unus 
efle mortalium, ele£ta fibi matre quam fecerat, quse falva 
integritate, virgineai corporeae efiTet tantum miniftra fub-^ 
ftantiae, ut humani feminis ceflante contagio, novo homini 
etpuritas in eflet, et Veritas. DeNkiyitate Domini Ser. 4. 
Opera, p. 17. 

D 3 another 
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another paflagc from this writer, in whipj^ 
he argues more at large on the fubjcd: *. 

Hilary imagined that thebodyof Chrift wa? 
exempt from the fenfation of pain, and this 
he afcribed to his miraculous conception \. 
How this circumftanpe gave him that pri- 
vilege, he does not fay. But what is all this 
curious reafoning to thofe who think that 
all men are born free from original fin, and 

* Superbia hoAis antiqui non immerito fibi in omnes 
homines jus tyranicum vindicabat, nee indebito doqiinat^ 
pi^emebat: quos a mandate dei fpontaneos in obfequium 
fuae voluntatis illexerat. Non itaque jufte omitteret.origi- 
nalem dedititii generis fervitutem, nifi de eo quod fubege- 
rat vinceretur. Quod ut ficret fine virili femine edi- 
tus eft Chriftus ex virgine, quarn non humanus coitus fed 
fpiritus fandus fcecundavit. £t cum omnibus matribus 
non fiat fine peccati forde conceptio, haec inde purgatio- 
xiem traxit unde concepit. Quo ehim paterni feminis tranf- 
fufio non pervenit peccati^ fe illic rubigo non mifcmt. 
Inviolata yirginitas concupifcentiam/ nefciyit fubftantiam 
inini((ravit. AfTumpta eft de matre hominis natura, non 
culpa. Creata eft forma fervi fine conditione virili, qui^ 
hovus homo fie contemperatus eft veteri, ut et veritatem 
fufciperet generis, et vitium excluderet vetuftatis. Opei^y 
p. 14. 

t Sed non habcns naturam dolendi. dum et hominia 
habitus eft, et origo non hominis eft, nato eo de concept ' 
tione fpiritus fenfti. De Trinitate, lib. 16. p. 256; 

that 
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that the body of Chrifl; , was no more ex- 
empt from the feeling of pain than ours are ! 
Such are the reafonings that I have found 
advanced by the Fathers concerning the 
miraculous conception, and the final caufe 
of it; and it was a circumftance of which 
tfiey made no fmaJl boaft. ** What righte*. 
ous perfon,'' fays the great Athanafiua^ 
what holy prophet, or patriarch, in all 
" the facred writings, was born of a virgin 
•* only; or what woman was fufficient for the 
*' conception of a man, without a man* ?'* 
^♦When Chrift," fays Conftantine, in his 
oration hefore the Fathers of the council of 
Nice^ " was to live among men, he ia- 
** vented a new w^y of being born ; for 
'^* there was a conception without marriage, 
^* a delivery of a pure virgin, and a young 
^^* woman was the mother of God +/' 

* Ti; Ttcf ma^9k new sv ratg ittatg rpmfat^ irofiiAtHm XiMMAnr, 

mi&funton. De Incamatione, Opera, voL i^ p. 88. 

"f* £)rei h motrfjuMo trvfjuBi rnhncriafeiv^ ifrsyn x^ot^sty tfH&^j 
rrnxg^io/s tuIq aoraikangj voQnv riva ysvsffiv etKvlH gijmxfitmrmlo, xfi>f^i 

Mopi. Cs^p. II* p. 68g. 

D4 "Who," 
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" Who," fays Proclus, *^ has ever fccn 
** or heard, that an infinite God inhabited 
^' a matrix, and that he whom the heavens 
'^ cannot receive, fhould not be ftraitened in a 
virgin's womb. Well may we call this 
womb larger than the whole creation ♦•'' 
** The trinity/' fays Maximus Taurinenfis^ 
^* has efFe<%ed three wonderful kinds of birthj^ 
*• Adam from the duft of the ground, EviJ 
^' from the fide of Adam, and Chrift from a 
♦* virgin ^J* It is remarkable, that theau-; 
thor of the epiftle to the Hebrews makes 
no fuch boafts as thefe, though he feems to 
have been intent on bringing together every 
circumftance that he could think would re- 
fleft honour on Chrift. Great ufe, how- 
ever was made of this circumftance by the 

* T/; sf Jc, Ti^ nwf^cvi (9< fiiUftxy ^to; ctmjpityfaTrlois ufomf; not 

litofABv yarefov ttr^ulepoaf td; ulifftug, Hom. in Nativitatcm 
Potnini, p. 149, 

f Tres valde mirabiles nafcendi fpepies operatum repe- 
ries trinitatem. Et prima eft quidem, quod Adam figu^ 
ratus ex limo eft : fecunda quod mulier formata de maf- 
culo : tertia, quae et cocleftis eft, quod Chriftus proccffit e^ 
virgine. Opera, p. 196. 

chriftian 
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chriftian Fathers, in anfwering the objec- 
tions that were made to the meannefs of 
Chrift's birth. •* If it appears to weak 
fenfcs," fays Maximus Taurinenfis, ** un- 
worthy of the Son of God to be born of 
•* a woman, confider that it was a virgin 
** that brought him forth ♦/' This, how- 
ever, would not fatisfy the Gnoftics. Manes 
thought it unworthy of the majefty of the 
Son of God to go into the womb of a woman; 
et fbrtir enfuite avec toutes les ordures, qui 
ftccompagnent Tenfantement, Beaufobre, 
Hift. de Manecheifme, vol. i.p. ^^^. Even 
the orthodox chriftians could not help being 
afieAed with this confideration. Pafcha- 
fius, the author of the do£fcrine of tran- 
fubftantiation, thought that it was unworthy 
of Chrifl to be born of a woman, &c. Ibid, 
vol. 2, p. 526. 

My readers having heard a variety of in- 
genious conjedlures concerning the reafons 
for this extraordinary meafure of divine 

* Qupd il tibi fenfuum tuorum fragilitate minus dig- 
|ium videtur filiun) dei natum de fcemina credere, vir^em 
Wpt^ peperiiTe. Opera, p. 197. 

provi- 
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providence, may, perhaps, be able to fug-* 
gcft one for themfelves j but I own that, uhr 
iatisfadory as they appear to. me, I am not 
able to aiiign any better. 

That the circumftance of Chrif): pretend^ 
ing to a miraculous birth would have bad 
an unfavourable efiedt on his character and 
credit, in his life- time, all the Fathers, wIk^ 
fpeak of it, readily acknowledge; and the 
charaifter of his mother, they fay, would 
have fuftained an irreparable injury. They 
alfo acknowledge that, even .had the fa^ 
been known and proved, the great pbjeA of 
his mifiion would have been in great danger 
of being defeated ; as it was of the greatcfjb 
importance to the fuccefs of the fchemc; 
that Chrift fliould not be known to be the 
Meffiah at fo early a period. For they ima^^ 
gined, that it was quite neceffary that thje 
devil fhould be kept in ignorance of his 
rank and true charader. 

This is the reafon which ibey give, why 
Mary, though defigncd to bring forth Jefus 
while fhe was ^ virgin, ftiould have a nomi-i^ 
nal hufband. For they fay that, as the de- 
vil 
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vil knew that the ' Mcfliah was to be born 
pf a virgin, he would, if (he had not been 
married, have fufpedted that her child had 
beeQ the perfon, and would have exerted 
himiblf to defeat the objed of his miilion* 
This hypothecs implies a high idea of the 
power qf the devil ; but, withal, a very low 
ptie of his penetration and fagacity, or that 
he was ill ferved by his fpies. Such is not 
^t prefent the idea of the devil with tho& 
who believe his real exiflence. 

As the notions of the Fathers are a matter 
of fprne curioiity, at leaift, I ihall lay before 
my readers fome of their thoughts and rea- 
fpnings on this fubjed:. Origen, who fays, 
that ^* the Jews thought Chrift to be the fon 
f ^ of Jofeph and Mary *," fays, that ** they 
f • would not haye believed Jcfus, if he had 
** faid that he was the fon of Mary only 'f.*^ 
f' Our Lord," fays Ambrofe, *' rather chofe 
^' that his origin fhould be unknown, than 

* £Mlo isv oujlov &VM Icoffrff kou Mapistg vwv. Comment* 
yoL I. p. 223. 

f Dicebant autem qui mirabantur, ignari ilium eSc 
filium virginis, ne credituri quidem il didlus fuiiTet filius 
yir^inis; Opera^ vol. 2. p. 13. 

"that 
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** that his mother's chaftity fliould be 

■ 

** queftioned ♦•" 

But the perfon who has written the-moft 
largely on this fubjed is Chryfoftom, and 
the following extradt from him will fhew, 
in a very clear light, of what importance it 
was imagined to be, that the miraculous' 
Conception fhould be concealed from the 
Jews. But it docs not fecm to have^occurred 
to any of thefe Fathers, that every reafbn for 
this concealment is an argument againft the 
propriety and wifdom of the meafure itfelf ; 
and therefore an argument againft the truth 
ofthefa£t: for» certainly a circumftance 
which they acknowledge to have been fo 
highly improbable, and of apparent difler^ 
vice to the fcheme of chriftianity, requires 
very clear and ftrong evidence of its truths 
** W/iy is there an account of the genealogy 
'* of Jofeph,whohad nothing to do with the 
*^ generation of Chrift? I have mentioned one 
" reafon, but I muft mention another more 

* Malult autem dominus aliquos de fui ortu, quam de 
matris pudore dubitare. In Luc. lib. 2. Opera, vol. i. 
p. 17. 

*' myfterious. 
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** myfterious. What then is it? He would 
'* not have it known to the Jews, after the 
** births that Chrift was born of a virgin. 
*• Be not alarmed at this extraordinary cir- 
•* cumftince. The reafon is not mine, but 
^* that of our fathers, eminent and diftin- 
'* guifhed men. For if Chrift from the 
** beginning concealed maoy things, calling 
^* himfelf the/on of man^ and did not al- 
•* ways difcover his equality with the Fa- 
** ther, why fhould you wonder that he 
" concealed this, managing it as a great and 
*^ wonderful thing, to preferve the virgin, 
*' and cover her from wicked fufpicion. 
'* For if this had been known to the Jews 
'* from the beginning, they would have 
«* ftoned the virgin, abufing her for what 
'* would be faid, and have condemned her 
** for adultery. If they impudently abufed 
•'him for works, of which they had many 
** examples in the Old Teftament (for 
'* when he caft out demons, they called him 
'' a demoniac, and when he healed on the 
** Sabbath day they thought him an enemy 
** of God, though the Sabbath had often 

** been 
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*' been broken before) what would* they 
*' have faid, if this had been reported ! Fof 
** they had feen nothing of the kind in all 
" preceding time. For if, after fo many 
*^ miracles, they called him the fon of Jo- 
** feph, how could they have believed, be- 
*^ fore his miracles, that he was the fon of a 
^* virgin ?'* 

*^ On this account, Jofeph has his ge- 
*^ nealogy inferted, and he married the vir- 
** gin. For when Jofeph, who was a good 
<* man, flood in need of many things, as of 
^' an angel, a vifion, and the te(Hmony of 
** prophecy, in order to believe the fad, 
** how would the Jews, who were fo cor- 
♦* rupt, and fo hoflilely difpofed towards 
^^ him, have received the fufpicion ? They 
** would have been very much diftqrbed at 
*^ a thing fo ftrange and new, the like of 
^* which they never heard of in the time of 
*' their anceftors. He who is once per- 
** fuaded that Chrift is the Son of God, has 
** no doubt on this fubjedt ; but he who 
^^ confiders him as a deceiver, and an enc- 
♦^ my of God, how would he not be more 

^* fcandalized 
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«^ fcandalized on this account, and have 
<^ been led to this fufpicion (viz. of adul* 
** tcry). On this account, neither did the 
^* apoftles at firil fpeak of this, but rather 
^^ difcourfed largely concerning his refur- 
*« refiion. For of this there were examples 
*^ in former times, though not in all re* 
* * fpefts the fame 5 but they had never 
-•* heard of a perfon being born of a vir- 
** gin. Nor did his mother dare to men- 
^* tion this : for obferve how fhe fays, Be^ 
^* hold; thy father and 1 have fought thee. 
^* For if this had been fufpeded, he would 
** not have been thought to be the fon 
** of David ; and this not being admitted, 
^' many mifchiefs would have arifen. On 
'•* this account, neither did the angels men- 
** tion this, except to Mary and Jofeph only, 
*• but not to the fhepherds, though they 
^* acquainted them with his being born*." 

l£>m J nau fuav fuu cultav sifiwafjLEv nlri, Afoyxeuov is ncurm 

fr<v ovh ; >iu. £ii>£io roig In^oig saou in^v va^a rov rm uitvw 
tuufw^ oh Hi vo^Eyy ysytniou o xf<^(* A^;^ fo} Sc^emtSk 
mfiQi TO vapa^oiw 7ii ?\iyo(AivUt Ov ii y«f tfMi q hoyo;^ ox^ 
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Jerotn argues very much in the fame 
manner on the fubjeift^ giving three reafons 
why Mary was married to Jofeph. Firft, 
^* that by means of the genealogy of Jofeph, 

veSepn lyjLjBtfm^ daufjtafav xai ETioTyjuiv eai^fw, Ei 700 wtifJM 
ffvnxnuoffwt f( ei^x^n viw ca^^siTrH nalkm eavhv^ mcu ah rwf vpof rc9 

nib ffweffxioffB tc, etg ^aufiorw n uax (ixya wtat^mv ; mm muOf 
SswfAoirov ptfTi > TO iioff&i^ai mv vaf&ivo¥^ 9^ vin^iag avaxaaryn- 
vat %F0imfccg, Ei yatf thIo eI oc^x?^ tm; iHidtotg yiyovB jiudiftBM, 
ay Ks3t>JfO'exv m» lera^devov Kcotxpyavleg, Tai Xeto/xbwi ji; ftotxfi^ 
aukv SHptvaif ay. £1 rof vvzp rm a^^ow, cav ^roXAoiu; tj wraSby- 
ftok sixov cy 71) vo^oiAi fanfug rpfiffxuvlw (Koi yof £7si^ %k«' 
/«oia$ e^cCoXe, ianimwia viaCKtS9<^ t^ muin cy caSCala AEfawtua89% 
£[SIAiO¥ eivM €vofM(oVy K; roi ys <8roX^aM; 1^ m^sfw e^Sh to ^aCCo- 
loy) Ti 8» ay E<9roy T^I^t 7i£x^^''®~ ; ^ 7^ c<X^ 'aroi^a roy v^ 
TsZs awaymt^of^xvcv ctvloig tccufovt nikTrole ri toihIov eveyxofla, Ei 
yof fjJia roffoulot fffi/i6t» Si eajlcv th Iw^d^ cxoXsy [i/ioy] m( at 
«rpo TOW ovji^ccMw tTTtrtuo'av cli le^ ex iirap^Eys viy ; ^<a %) t^o i^ yiysoH 
T^tilai^ j^ fjmTtifSou 7»v 'iira^^Evoy. On^ yof lo)^ 4} SUoiOf . 
m J^ doi/ftaro; oynf 'soyT^v t^efdn arz Skloo'dai to ytymiu»a»^ 
a^ oyfEAH, ^ t»)$ Si' ovEipaim o^^^a^i ;;^ tik asro taw vpofiSny ^uop* 
?t/f (O^i 'vag av 01 li^aioi yj ckmoi oflif i^ itif^offuvoi^ ^ wa^/M»f 
23o} 7^ ai/7oy E;coy7E( ravlnv av 'Ba^shiavh Tnv yvromav ; afoil^ 
yaq aJkg Bf4£>?^ do^v^eiv ro izm )^ uatm^ 7^ ro (Ashvoli ri rouS(m 
fa\^£ axon 'wa^ot^eiaff^ai sm ruv vpyyovoif cv/ASiSwog, O /m yof 
ofjrai 'Buo'^Eif oil rn $88 viog ern^ sSe wsfi nils >qito¥ ofifiaCijkm 
«X^* O h ic^ 'srxavcv 3^ avi&toif aulov Eiyor vofu^wy, vng im a9 
mro nHs km E^xavSoAt^Si) fMifovai^ hoi Vfo^ exttm uinpdn tup 
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*• to whom Mary was fclated, it might ap- 
" pear that he was dcfccnded from David. 
*• Secondly, left, aceerding to the law of 
*• Mofcs, fhe fhould have been ftoned as an 
*' adultrefs. Thirdly, that, in their jour- 
•• ncy to- Egypt, fhe might have the com- 
** fort of a guardian, rather than that of a* 
*• hulband." " Who," fays he, •' at that 
*• time would have believed the virgin, if 
•' (he had told them that the angel Gabriel 
*' came to her, and that fhe had conceived 
'* by the Holy Spirit, and would not ra- 
** ther have condemned her after the ex- 
*' ample of Sufannah ; when, at this very 
*^ day, when all the world believes it, the 
^* Jcw$ ftill cavil?" He afterwards fays, 

£5rsi3if rouSIni vjroieiyfjLoSa nv sv roig e/A'pr^otT^ev xf<^vois. si teat fin 
TouoSlat OT» is sk *aa^^svH ysyovsv^ s awsx^i y^yaaiy, Axx* ah 
ceuk w fttJwp ^tvsyxsiv rtslo eloT^msv. O^a ynv Koursspo; oojIgv ti 
^nffw [fi «afSsv(^] lis eya xsu o 'sroSn^ t^s eCifls/itev ere. Ei ya^ 
tSo 1ntw^l&A1i^ ni av m Aa6ii ^oittov ivofiiff^n sivai viog . ts?^; Si 
fjoi vofm^^iflogt vo>\?a a» Sex^ '^^ %^ fuxxa. Aia thIo ah oi ! 
ayyt>m reuHa ^y»eriy. Ax^a m Ma^ia fjtovn xai t« la(jYi<^ [iitaa- 
fwcfi] roki Sk 'aoifAiciv suayyBhiiofievoi to yeysvYifisvov^ hkHi thIq 
nB^(TAnnexv, In Matt. Horn. i. Opera, vol. 7. p. 20, &c, 

- Vol. IV. E that 
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that *' except Jofeph the hulband, Mary 
•' herfelf, and a very few others, who 
*' might hear it from them, all perfons 
" confidered Jefus as the fon of Jofeph ; fo 
'= that the evangelifls, expreffing the com- 
" mon opinion, called Jofeph the father of 
^* our Saviour*/* 

I think it is hardly poflible to read thefe 
paffages, in which the inconvenience that 
would have attended the difcovery of the 
miraculous conception are very ftrongly 
and naturally defcribed, without feeling that 

* Ut per genealogiam Jofeph, cui Maria cognata erat, 
origo quoque Marias monflraretur : fecundo, nejuxta le- 
gem Moyfis, ut adultera lapidaretur a populo : tertio, ut ad 

Egjrptum fugiens, haberet folatium cuftodis, potius quam 
jnariti. Quis enim in tempore illo virgini crcdidiilet, de 
fan£lo eam fpiritu concepiflfe, venifTe ad earn angelum Ga- 
brielem deii detulifle mandatum, ac non magis, quad isulul- 
teram, juxta exemplum Sufannae fententiz omnium con- 
demnafTent : cum hodie, toto jam credcnte mundo, argu- 
mententur Judaei. Denique, except© Jofeph, et Eliza- 
bet, et ipfa Maria, paucifque admodum, fi quos ab his au« 
diiTe poflumus exiftimare, omnes Jefum iilium exiftimabant 
Jofeph, in tantum, ut etiam evangelifhe, opinionem vulgi 
exprimentes, qus vera hiftoriae lex e(l, patrem eum dixe- 
ridt falvatoris. Ad Helvidium, Opera^ vol. 2< p* 310. 

the 
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the ftory itfelf is an irtcumbrance on the 
chriftian fcheme, and that it would at leaft 
have appeared to more advantage without it. 
That it was neceffary that the miracu- 
lous conception of Jefus fhould be con- 
cealed from the devils is a thought that is 
always afcribed to Ignatius, and it appears 
in the epiftles that go by his name, as was 
quoted, vol. 3. p. 80. but it continued to be 
the ferious belief of all the Fathers who 
have mentioned the fubjeft. Bafil fays, 
** Mary was married to Jofeph, that the 
** devil might not fufpedt that flie was a 
** virgin For he knew that Chrift was to 
** be born of one> and that he was to put 
** an end to his power *." Ambrofe fays, 
that '* Mary conceived by a miracle, left 

E7£yof|9)i fjomfsiot . oiov£i yof fjJIsa^io'fjLog to) "srow^a to axnfjLcc tyi; 
fitmr^tag vepi tw -Braf Sevov eirevoY^n 'sraXai ETrik^avli t«j ^ma^^evug^ 
of 8 nftsot 78 'ffpo^s X£yov7o( . lis n 'Eraf^evog ev yarfi ?^rt^elca 
KM tniSai W09 . aTs^HHoXnl^ w iia rng fivnreiag o en-i^ithog mg 
'SFo^mag , tfiei yap juiiaCKua'iv twj «3ia$ afX»J? '^w 3ia o'Ofxog. 
tvifaniav w hv^ih yevn^cfixm. Horn. 25. Opera, vol. j. 

p. 507- 

Ez *^the 



5 2 Of the DoSirine of the Book III* 

** the princes of this world fhould not have 
** crucified Chrift for our falvation *." 
His idea, probably was, that the devil 
would not then have infligated Judas to 
betray him, or his enemies to crucify him* 
Chryfoftom fays, that ** Chrift was both 
*' born of a virgin, and fufFered on the 
" crofs, that the devil might be taken with 
** his own arts ; for that Eve was a virgin, 
*' when flie was feduced, and eat of the 
*' tree of good and cvil^f-/' 

Leo the Great fays, that " Chrift 's 
** chufing to be born of a virgin, was an 
" inftance of profound wifdom ; that the 
*' devil might be ignorant that the falva- 
** tion of men was born into the world 5 
*^ and that the fpiritual conception being 

* Sciebat enimjani tunc gratia plena, fpiritu divinitatis 
afflata, quia ft hunc hujus faxuli principes agnoviflent, 
numquam pro falute noftra crucifixiflent. De Purifica- 
tione S. Marias, Opera, vol. 5, p. 638. 

ra avfi.Qo'ha, ; c^a. roivuv 'sru; kJ rug vucYig aula •aroPuv yeyove vofollia , 
ctHi Tuf Euag n Ma^ia^ avli m ^uXn th ei^evai Tvojrcy xaXn 3y mampi 
TO i,v'hov T« fou^H^ avli T8 ^avdiH ra A5flt/x o Scjt^o?**©- ^aveSog. 

In Pafch, Opera, vol. 6. p. 643. 

" concealed 
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** concealed, he might believe that he who 
^* did not appear different from other men, 
** was born like other men*." 

'* The virginity of Mary," fays Damaf- 
cenus, *' her delivery, and the death of 
** Chrift, were all concealed from the de- 
** vil," quoted from Ignatius -f-. ** Mary," 
fays Theophyladt, " was married, that by 
*' this means ftie might deceive the deviL 
** For the devil having heard that a virgin 
*' would be with child, obferved the vir- 
** gins. She, therefore, married Jofeph 
** to deceive the deceiver J." 

* Hoc ipfum et autcm quod Chriftus nafci elegit ex 
virgine, nonne apparet altiflimae fuifle rationis ; ut fcilicet 
natam humani generis falutem diabolus ignoraretj ut, 
fpiritali latente conceptu, quern nonalium videret quain 
alios, 'non aliter credetct natum effe quam ccteros. De 
Nativitate, Ser. 4. Opera, p. 14. 

+ K« fXoi^e Tov a^x,ovla ts aim®- thIh h 'sraf^evsia Ma^iag^ 
HM rote®- aulvi;^ ofjLOiug km o ^avdiog %(>»«, T^ia fJLurvi^ia Kpavyng^ 
a ma ev TVTuxia ^eh sTT^ax^yi- De Mariae Nativitate, Or. 3. 
Opera, p. 576. 

% AfAa Se, kJ iva ^oSn tov Sta^o^ov, ^ux thIo e/avho^ei/Sd * ya^ 
iiaQoT^g otMnaaq oli n 'arapSevoj ev yc^pi e|«i eTTih^ei ra^ 'siaf^Evsg ' 
t9% TOfvw otTTaln^ aTTalsav^ fivsrsvelai tw aeiTra^^Bvov laan^. 
In Matt. cap. i. Opera, vol. i. p. 8. 

E 3 Maxim US 
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Maximus Taurinenfis makes a curious 
foliloquy for th? deyil, on the birth of 
Chrift, which implies that he had heard of 
the pfetenfion to a miraculous conception, 
bot did pot give entire credit to it. *' Who 
*' i$ this," fays he, ** that is come into the 

V* wofld unknown to me. I know that he 

■ ■. ' ■ ■ ■ • . 

'* is l)prn of a wojnan, but I do not kpo^ir 
V how he was conceived. I fee the mo- 

** tbcr, biit I caonot trace the father. 

.*f And what adds to my a^tpnifhment, the 
*^ mother pretends that .(he brought him 
*' forth in fome unufual manner, and that 
** (he is a virgin.'* Then defcribing the 
pcrfedl purity of Ghrift's nature, he ex- 
clajms, *' What ^haU I do ? Whither fhall 
*' I turn myfelf ? J find that I have to do 
** with one who is ftronger th^n I am. 
** I believe he intends to reign in my king- 
*' dom. I fear left he ftibuld be a god; 
•* who is abfolutely without ftain. But if 
*' he was a god, how could he bear the in- 

55 dignity of being born of a woman ? FJow 
*' could he be content with the cradle and 
*^ fw addling clothes ? Who could believe 
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•^ the wailing of an infant in a God; and 
** to whom does it not appear ridiculous 
** that God fhould be fed with a woman's 
*' milk. Befides he is hungry, and it is 
" repugnant to reafon that God ftioiild be 
** hungry V 

* Quis ifte eft qui nefciente me hiinc ingrcffus eft 
mundum ? Novi quidem de femina natus eft, fed nefcio 
undc conceptus. Aftat ecce mater, fed patrem inveftigarc 
non poflTum. Par turn video, fed non agnofco nafcentem, 
et quod ftupori meo accrefcit, inconfueta lege pariendi 
etiam edito filio mater exultat, ut virgo. — Quid agam I 
Quo me convertam ? Fortiorem fentio ; puto ilium in 
regno meo velle regnare, ne forte deus fit ifte quem nullum 
poteft .maculare delidum. Sed fi deus eftet, quomodo 
indignitates partus feminei fuftineret ? Quomodo eflet 
cunis pannifque contentus ? Quis credere poffit infantiae 
vagitus in deo, cui non audienti ridiculum eft deum femi- 
neo la£le nutriri ? Poft omnia ecce efurit, cum utique 
efurire deum ratio nulla perfuadeiit. Opera, p. 2o6. 
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SECTION III. 

ji View of the Arguments in Favour of the 
Miraculous Conception^ and of the biflori^ 
cat Evidence by which its Credibility Jbould 
be afcertained. 

TT AVING thus ftated the nature of the 
fadt, the credibility of which I propofe 
to difcufs, and fhewn the appearance that it 
has a priori^ which is of coniiderable mo- 
ment with refped: to the evidence that is 
neceflary to eftablifli its authenticity; I 
fhall proceed to ftate the evidence for and 
againft it, with as much impartiality as I 
can* This is all that is of any confequence 
to the reader. He muft then, and he cer- 
tainly will, judge for himfelf. 

The whole ftrength of the evidence in 
favour of the miraculous conception is ex- 
prefled in a few words. The thing itfelf 
appears a priori to be highly improbable, 

and 
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and the report of it mufl have operated uq- 
favourably with refpc(3: to the credit of 
chriftianity, and it is never argued froni, or 
fo much as alluded to, as of any ufe in the 
fcheme, or as a part of it, in all the Nev/ 
Teftament. But the teftimony of the evan- 
gelifts Matthew and Luke, is exprefsly in 
its favour. Their hiftpries are likewife 
fuppofed'to be the earlieft accounts of our 
Saviour's life ; and Luke fays that he took 
particuliar pains to trace the hiftory to its 
fource, froni thofe who were bell qualified 
to give him information. 

This pofitive teftimony, very circumftan- 
ttally related, by perfons of fuch refpedtable 
charaders, to fay nothing of their fup- 
pofed injpiration^ is certainly entitled to the 
greatefl credit. It may be faid, What evi- 
dence can be ftronger in favour of any 
event, than its being recorded by cotem- 
porary hiftorians, whofe writings were pub- 
lished in their own life-time ? If this part 
of the gofpel hiftory be fabulous, why may 
not the whole be fo, fince it is all related 
by the fame evangelifts ? Is it not, there- 
fore, 
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not be doubted, but that it was in his power 
to have procured good information con- 
cerning what he wrote ; and that wc fhould 
find in this copy of his hiftory, that Cleo- 
patra, inftead of dying by the bite of an afp 
in Egypt, was brought by Auguftus to 
Rome, and publicly married to him. The 
ftory would not, at this day, gain any cre- 
dit. We might not be able to deny that 
Livy wrote the account, but we fhould im- 
mediately fay; if it was true, why does it not 
appear to have been believed at the time? 

Suppofing, farther, that we fhould dif- 
cover another Roman hiftory, viz. that 
of. Salluft, which fhould contain the fame 
account; ftill, if we faw no reafon to think 
that it was believed at Rome, where the 
fcene of the tranfadiion was laid, we cer- 
tainly fhould not believe it now : nor 
would even ten or twelve hiftorians, agree- 
ing ever fo well in their accounts, make us 
believe it, unlefs it fhould appear to us, 
that it v/as generally believed at the time. 
We might not be able to account for the 
mifapprehcnfions and miftakes of the hiflo- 

rians ; 
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rians ; but, in faft, their evidence would 
only be confidered as that often or twelve 
men, oppofed to the evidence of more than 
tenor twelve millions. 

However, if the credit of Livy and Sal- 
lull was fo well eftablifhed, that we could 
not believe that they would aflert as a fadt, 
what they might eafily have known not to 
be fo I we (hould fay that, though we had 
no method of accounting for fuch a narra- 
tion being found in" the copies of their 
works, which have come down to us, we 
were fatisfied that they were not of their 
compofition- PafTages, we might fay, like 
that in Jofephus concerning Chrift, may 
have got into the works of more refpedt- 
able writers (as a comparifon of circum- 
ftances fufficiently proves ) without our 
being able to fay wben^ or by njobom^ the 
books were corrupted. And if we had any 
evidence that there were, in early times, 
copies of the entire hiftories of Livy and 
Salluft, in which nothing was faid of the 
marriage of Auguftus to Cleopatra, nothing 
farther, I imagine, would be wanting to our 
intire fatisfadtion on the fubjeft. 

I Now 
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Now thcfe vefy material obferi^ations, 
and feveral others, apply to the cafe befofc 
us. It is true that we do find the ftory of 
the miraculous conception in the received 
gofpels of Matthew and Luke ; and it is 
almoft certain that they were there in th6 
time of Juftin Martyr. But it is nd left 
certain, that there were in early times gof- 
pels of Matthew, and of Luke too, which 
did not contain that ftory ; and there is 
fufficient reafon to think, that the great 
body of Jewifli chriftians, who were co- 
temporary with the apoftles, did not be- 
lieve it. It was probably a long time be- 
fore it gained any credit at all with any of 
their pofterity, and it is probable that it 
never did fo with the generality of them. 
It is certain that fomt very learned perfons, 
and therefore, probably, the moft inquifi- 
tive among them, and who wrote exprefsly 
on the fubjed:, never believed it; and yet 
no good reafon can be given why a hiftory 
which has the appearance of being greatly 
to the credit of the founder of their reli- 
gion, (hould not have been believed by 
them, as well as by other chriftians. 

A cir- 
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A circumftancc of greater weight than 
even this is, that the Gnoftics of that age, 
to whofe peculiar fyftems the dodlrine of 
the miraculous conception could not but 
have appeared exceedingly favourable, did 
likewife rejedt it as fabulous. If thefe par- 
ticulars can be well fupported, it muft ap- 
pear that fomething is wanting to the full 
credibility of this part of the gofpel hif- 
tory ; and it will be farther weakened, if 
any circumftances can be pointed out that 
affeft the authenticity of the introductions 
to the gofpels of Matthew and Luke. Such 
fadts of this kind, and fuch obfervations as 
have occurred to me on the fubjecl, I now 
proceed to lay before my readers. 
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SECTION IV. 

Rea/ons for thinking that the Miraculous 
Conception was not known ^ or b^lieved^ in 
very early times. 

np HAT the miraculous conception 
of our Saviour was not knonvn, and 
of courfe not believed^ during the time of 
his public miniftry, will, I imagine, be 
allowed by all perfons 5 and this of it- 
felf is a circumftance not very favourable 
to its truth. For though there might be 
reafons why it fhould be concealed from 
the enemies of Jefus (as it might be fup- 
pofed to amount to a declaration of his 
being the Mefliah) there does not feem to 
have been any reafon why it fliould have 
been concealed from his friends, as it would 
have tended to ftrengthen their faith in his 
divine million. Befides, as Jofeph and Mary 
were not enjoined fecrecy on this head, 
they would naturally fpeak of fo wonderful 

a thing 



i 
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a thing as that of a virgin being with child, 
at leaft to their pious friends, who would 
give them credit for it ; and if it had bee» 
believed by them, is it not probable that 
more refped: would have been paid to Jefus 
during his infancy and childhood ? 

If there had been any perf6n3 of property 
among them, they would hardly have fuf- 
fered fo extraordinary a child 3is this to 
have followed the occupation of a common 
carpenter, which Jefus is thought to have 
don6 till he was thirty years of age. If the 
account of Luke b^ true, the ftory of this 
miraculous conception could not well have 
been a fecret. According to hini it muft 
have been known not only to Jofeph and 
Mary, but a^fo to, Zadharias and Elizabeth^ 
if not to Giiiiicon and Anna ; the latter of 
whom is faid to have fpoken of him to alt 
them that looked for redemption in Jerufalem. 
Luke ii, 38. Now, as none of thefe per- 
fons are faid to have made any fecret of 
what, they knew, we may fafely conclude, 
that, by fome means or other, it would 
certainly get abroad ; and ^ fadt of this ex- 
♦. Vol, IV. F traordinary 
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traordinary kind^ or even a pretenfion to it, 
would never have been forgotten. All the 
country would have .had their eyes uponr 
any child that had been faid to have been 
produced in this manner, and would never 
have loft fight of him. 

Suppofing^ however, that this fad had 
been a fecret between Jofeph and Mary 
only^ and that they had agreed to keep it 
to themfelves^ fo that upon the death of 
Jofeph 9 it would have remained in the 
breaft of Mary alone, it cannot have been 
fuppofed to have been unknown to Jefas 
himfelf, after he was fully illuminated with 
refpecft to every thing that related to his 
charadter and office ; and it muft at fome 
time or other have been communicated by 
her, or by him, to his difciples. But if 
we attend to the hiftory, we fliall find it 
extremely difficult to fix upon any parti* 
cular time when the great fecret was made 
known to them. For we perceive no trace 
of their ever having known it at all 5, there 
not being, as I have obferved before, the 
leaft mention of it, or the moft obfcure re- 
ference 
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fcrence to it, in all the fubfequent gofpel 
hiftory, of in any of the writings of the 
apoftles I fo that, if it was a faft, it was, 
to all appearance, a moft extraordinary mi-» 
racle, without the fmallell ufe or effeiftj 
fince the difcovery of it excited no furprize, 
nof left any impreflion by which it can be 
traced. 

As fooa as we certainly know that chrif- 
tians did believe the miraculous conception 
of Jefus, it was particularly objedled to by 
Jews and heathens, almofl as much as the 
dodtrine of his divinity ; and this obliged 
the chriftians who believed it, to have re- 
courfe to various arguments to defend it, 
and make it appear credible, as I (hall (hew 
hereafter 5 but we neither hear of the preten^ 
Jion^ the objeSiions, or the defences in the life- 
time of the apoftles,. Now why do we hear 
fo much about the miraculous conception 
in the time of the Fathers, and find fo much 
faid of it in their writings, and nothing at 
all about it in any earlier period, if the 
thing itfelf had been known and pretended 
to ? Would not the fame caufes have pro- 

F 2 duced 
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duced sthe fame cfFedts, if they had really 
exifted? And if the pretcnfion had not 
been advanced in the age of the apoftlcs, 
it would come too late afterwards, a$ it 
would be impoflible then to authenticate 
thefaft. 

It is plain that Jefus was thought to be 
the legitimate fon of Jofeph and Mary by 
the Jews in general, and efpecially by the 
people of Nazareth, where he and^ his 'pa- 
rents lived. For the worft that hisxoun- 
trymen, envious of his reputationi' could 
fay of him was, that he was the foil of a 
carpenter, and that his father, mother, 
brothers, and fifters, were all known to 
them. This was about thirty years after 
his birth. Now, had Mary been with 
child when (he came to live with her huf- 
band, and Jefus had confequently been born 
too foon after their cohabitation, it could 
hardly have failed to be noticed, and would 
probably have been recollected when he 



began to diftinguifh himfelf ; fo that we 
may be faid to have the evidence of the 
inhabitants of the place in which he lived, 

I that 
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that he was the proper and legitimate fon 
of Jofeph and Mary. Origen, indeed, 
fuppofes that the Jews meant to reproach 
Chrift with his pretenfion to being born of 
a virgin, when they told him (John viii. 41.) 
that tbey were not born of fornication *. But 
I believe he is lingular in this fuppofition. 
But the principal objedlion to the ftory 
is that, at whatever time it was communi- 
cated, by Jefus or Mary, to the apoftles, 
or by them to the reft of the difciples (con- 
cerning which nothing can be collecSed 
from the hiftory) it does not appear to have 
gained any credit in that age. For it is 
certain that it was not believed by the great 
body, and probably the whole number of 
the Jewifli chriftians in the age fubfequent ' 
to that of the apoftles ; fo that they either 
had not been taught any fuch dodrine by 
them, or if they had heard of it, they did 

(j£9 EX 'ffo^^svH ysyewno'^oU't ex 'aofveiag h yeyewttfAevoi^ xat iia to 
cwx^ TO ex 'srof^evH yeyewria^ou Keyuv eva n^cHe^oc exeiv /Jtovov ten 
Sfovt TAnf o^Xo78v7uy rov WflS£f «e ^eovy sue ap^iASwv nou ay^poi'jrov 
vfitli^, Coiximent. vol. 2- p* 393* 

. F 3 not 
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not think t;hc account fufficiently authcn* 

ticated. 

The miraculous conception was a thing 

which none of the apoftlcs could haveaflcrted 

of their own knowledge ; and if they had 

no particular evidence^ or revelation concern- 

ing it (j6f which nothing is faid) many of 

the early Jewifh chriftians were as good 

judges in the cafe as themfelves. Had the 

fubje£t been then much talked of, or had it 

been mentioned at all in the life time of 

Mary, care would> no doubt, have been 

taken to interrogate her with rcfpcdt to it ; 

and her teltimony, foleronly given, would 

hardly have been difputed. That this, 

therefore, was not done, and the credibility 

of the faft eftabliihed in that age, affords 

the ftrongeft prefumption that the ftory of 

the miraculous conception had not been 

heard of in the life-time of Mary, or indeed 

in that of the apoftles. If it had, we can 

hardly fuppofe but that all doubt with re- 

fpedt to it would have been precluded. 

Had this remarkable hiftory been im- 
parte4 %o the early Jewifh chriftians with 
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fucfa circumftances as would have rendered 
it credible^ we can imagine no reafon why 
it ihould not have been univerfally received 
in that age^ and have been tranfmitted as an 
vnqueftionable truth to all pofterity. For, 
being the difciples of Chrift^ it may be fup- 
pofed that, they would have been pleafed 
with a circumftance fo much to his ho- 
nour ; the very principle on which, I doubt 
aot, the belief of it did gain ground at 
length. Had it been thought credible at 
that time, the fame caufes which eftablifh- 
ed the belief of it afterwards, would havp 
effeded it in a more early period* 

That ve^ many of the Jewifli chriftians, 
who were generally called Ebionitcs, did 
not believe the miraculous conception, has 
the unanimous teftimony of all who fpeak 
of them, even in the lateft periods. It 
may, therefore, be prefumed, that this dii^ 
belief was more general, and probably uni- 
verfal, in an earlier age. Juftin Martyr, 
who is the firfl: chriftian writer that men- 
tions them at all, gives no hint of there 
being any among them who did believe it 4 

f^ nor 



72 Of the Do£irine of the Bo o k 1 1 1, 

nor indeed does Irenaeus, who mentions 
them feveral times, and who wrote near the 
clofe of the fecond century. He fpcaks of 
the Ebionites in genera), as ^' vain, not ad» 
/* mitting the union of God and man by 
" faith, as perfevering in the old leaven of 
*' generation, and not underftanding that 
*' the fpirit came upon Mary, and that the 

• ** power of the highcft overfhad^owcd 
**hcr*." 

So far, therefore, we have no evidence of 

' iany of the Jewifh chriftians believing the 
miraculous conception. Alfo, till this 
time, and Ipng after, they do not appear to 
have been known to the Greeks by any 
other name than that of Ebionites. Dri- 
gen exprefsly informs us, that in his 
time all the the Jewifli chriftians went by 
that name. He is the firft writer from 
whom we learn that any of them believed 
the miraculous conception ; and he wrote 

* Vani autem et Ebionaei, linitionem dei et hominis per 
ndera non recipiente^ in fuam animam, fed in veteri gc- 
nerationis perfeverantes fermento j ntque intelligere vo- 
Icntes quoniam fpiritus fanftus advenit in Mariam, et vir- 
tus altiffimi obumbravit caixi. Lib. 5. cap. i. p. 394* 
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^about the middle of the third ^century, 
'* When you fee," fays he, " the faith of the 
^* Jewifh believers in our Saviour, fome of 
^* whom think him to have been the fon 
^* of Jofeph and* Mary, and others of Mary 
'• and the Holy Spirit, but without ac- 
*^ knowledging his divinity, &c+/' 

Eufebius, who fpeaks of no Jewifti chriA 
tians, but fuch as were called Ebionites, in 
one place, makes the fame diftindion among 
them that Origen does ; biit in another 
place he fpeaks of the Ebionites in general 
as difbeliving the miraculous conception. 
So that in his time, that is about a hundred 
years after Origen, a great proportion of 
them^ probably a majority of them, conti- 
nued unbelievers in the miraculous con- 
ception, notwithftanding they muft have 
had before them all the evidence in favour 
of it that we can pretend to have. And as, 
in after ages, when it was imagined that 

f, ELflM tTTay i3>?5 Tojv owro I«3a<«v missuovton/ ei; rov Inffav rnv isi^i 
.78 Cdiln^i 'mifivt ols fJLBV BK Mapio^ KM TH IdiOTt^ oiofAsvm alJlov eivat^ 
oli itM EJf Mapiag fuy fMwig hcu th ^ea Wfeufjuxlo;,^ a fdwf xai fAsIa rng 
^sp auk §£0X07^0?) o4^» mtog ^Qr Q ru^^^i T^tyeio. In Match. 

Comment, vol. i. p. 427. 

^ * * . ' 

there 
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there was fome diflinftion between the 

Ebionites and Nazarenes, the Ebionites 

f 

were always defcribed as believing Chrift 
to be the fon of Jofeph, and the Nazarcnes 
are no where faid to believe the contrary, 
we feem to be authorifed to conclude, that 
the great majority , of Jewifli chriftians 
always continued unbelievers in this doc- 
trine. Tertullian confidcrcd it as an 
anfwer to the Ebionites, that Chrifl: is 
iaid to be born not of blood, nor of 
the will of man, but of God *• He muft, 
therefore, have confidered them as denying 
the miraculous conception. Auftin, de« 
fcribing the Ebionites, fays exprefsly, that 
they denied it ; and though he makes an« 
other fedt of the Nazarenes, he does not fay 
that they believed it+. 

That there was any real difference between 
the Ebionites and Nazarenes has been (hewn 
to be an opinion void of all foundation. But 

* Et non ex fanguine, neque ex carnis et viri voluntate, 
fed ex deo natus cii, Hebioni refpondit, De Carne Cbrifti, 
fed, 24. Opera, p. 325. 

•f Natus eft ergo dci filius ex homine, et nop per feo- 
minem, id ell, non ex viri coitu ficut Ebion dicit. De 
Dcfinitionibus, cap. 2. Opera, vol. 3. p. 195, 

u 
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if there was any difference between them, 
Epiphanius fays, that he did not know that it 
confifted in this. And if, as he fays, ** the 
** Nazarenes held dodlrines fimilar to thofe 
** of the Cerinthians *," he probably fup- 
pofed that they believed the miraculous con- 
ception; becaufe the Cerinthians, being 
Gnoflics, had no other opinion that Epi- 
phanius would call heretical (except that 
concerning the obligation of the law of 
Mofes) in which they could agree with the 
Nazarenes. For the Cerinthians, like all 
the other early Gnoftics, were unbelievers 
in the miraculous conception. 

The Ebionites were not without men of 
learning and enquiry among them ; and of 
thefe Symmachus (whofe tranflation of the 
Old Teftament into Greek, is quoted with 
the higheft refpedl by Origen, Eufebius, 
and all the ancients) defended this particu- 
lar opinion of the Ebionites. We have no 
account of any of his arguments ; but that 
a man of his learning, and refpedtable cha- 
.rad:er, about the end of the fecond century, 
with all the evidence before him that we 

* ILx^a yap efnv^ o-vyxpovot 7i<rav oMriXoi;. xau oyuoia KSJ&mlaJk 
T« ^fcmtifiia. Haer. 29. Opera, vol. i. p. 117. 

can 
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can have in favour of it, and probably much 
more than we now have againft it, fhould 
write in defence of his opinion, is, of itfelf, 
afaSi of confiderable confequence. That 
his opinion was overborne, notwithftanding 

his defence of it, will not make an unitarian 

» 

think the worfe of it, as the unitarian doc- 
trine itfelf was overborne ; and it was pro- 
bably the operation of the fame general 
caufes that was fatal to both the iimple and 
the proper humanity ; meaning by proper 
humanity, that Jefus had a human father, as 
well as a mother. 

This work of Symmachus does not appear 
to have been feen by Eufebius; but he 
mentions it as having been in the poflef- 
fjon of Origen, •* Symmachus," he fays, one 
*' of the interpreters of the fcriptures, was an 
'* Ebionite; and the Ebionite herefy is that 
*' of thofe who fay, that Chrift was born 
*' of Jofeph and Mary, fuppofing him to be 
'• a mere man. There are now commenta- 
** ries of this Symmachus, in which it is 
" faid that, eagerly difputing about the 
** gofpel of Matthew he defends that herefy. 
** And thefe commentaries of Symmachus, 

** Origin, 
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** Origen, together with other, interpreta- 
** tions of fcripture by the fame author, faid 
** he received of one Juliana, to whom they 
** came by fucceflion from Symmachus him- 
** felf*." Jerom and Nicephorus call this 
work of Symmachus, a Commentary on the 
gofpcl of Matthew. That the Nazarene^ 
did not differ from the Ebionites in their 

« ■ 

believing the miraculous conception, may- 
be inferred from the fornier being fome- 
times called Symmachians. See vol. 3^ 
p. 22 1 . of this work. 

It is well known that the Ebionites 
maintained that their copies of this gof-^ 
pel, which wanted the introdudion, was 
the genuine work of the apoftle. And why 
fhould not the Jewifti chriftians be as good 
judges of this, as the Jews in general are 

* Tav 7£ /u>}v ^yL-miuiuiv oiflay 3V| aalav iriov,^ E^iavatov rov Dv^« 
fjtax^ y^yovivai . cupicng ^s sriv nrojy "ECiuvatoiv iSaKei>SfKVf\^ Tmrot 
X^fcv e{ loKDj^ ij^ Ma^io^ ytyovsvai^ pourxovlm ^7^ re av%p<o'7rov 
uXQ>jnrPolm Of/lov^ xj rov vofxovxfwai LjJojwJ/spov fv?\arkiv am^xvpi* 
^ofuvuv^ 6)^ Wi iy $K mg isfoffdev iropiag syvafASV . 3y yTTOfAwifjutla ik 
TH Tufjifiaxa suteIi vuv ^spilai ' ev oig ioHEi nspoi '^^ ^^ MalQatar 
. €KT6kwofisvo§ tualytKoy^ tifv hiri>tafA£in/fv cupiffiv Hpo^luvEiv . raiHa ik-o 
ilpiyevni f*ila X^ aAXojy ug rag y^a^ag iffArmav Ts XyfAfJUnx^^ ' ^* 
fjiaivH naap hosuxvng nvoq u^afnvcu * my }^ ^rvri itop owIh XvfUfjLax^ 
TogBiOki; iic^.^^eu. Hift, lib. 6. oip. 17, p. 278. 

allowed 
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allowed to have been with refpedt to the 
writings of Mofcs ? The general opinion 
is, that Matthew wrote his gofpel in Hc- 
fcrew for their ufe, as Mofes did his books • 

Jerom fays, that the gofpel ufed by the 
Nazarenes and Ebionites, was " by moji 
** [plerifque] called the authentic gofpel of 
. " Matthew ♦." Now, as there can be no 
doubt of the Nazarenes and Ebionites them- 
felves confidering this gofpel as the au- 
thentic gofpel of Matthew, it may be fup- 
pofed, that many of the Gentiles alfo had 
the fame opinion • And though the copy 
that Jerom trahflated had part of the tw6 
firft chapters, and therefore probably the 
whole; yet, as we learn from Epiphanius, 
that that gofpel began at the third chapter, 
and we know from Origen, that all the Gen- 
tile chriftiansdid not believe the miraculous 
conception ; it is probable that the Hebrew 
gofpel, ufed by the Ebionites, even with- 
out the introdudlion, was thought by many 
of the Gentiles to be the whole of the ge- 

♦ In evangelio, quo utuntur Nazareni et Eblonitae, quod 
nuper in Graecum de Hebraeo fermonc tranftulimus ct 
quod vocatur a plerifque Matthaei authenticum, &c« In 
Matt, cap, 12. Opera, vol. 6. p. 2i* 



nuine 
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nuine work of Matthew^ Indeed, they 
could hardly be unbelievers in the miracu- 
lous conception, and admit it to be authen* 
tic. 

If, however, it be thought that the 
Ebionites were unbelievers in the miracu« 
lous conception, at the fame that the/ 
thought it to have been recorded by Mat- 
thew,,the evidence againft the credibility of 
it, will be much ftrengthened. It will be 
taken for granted that the Jewifli ehriftians, 
who were fo fond of Matthew, as to admit 
no other gofpel befides his, would not 
entertain an opinion fo different from 
his, without having taken the greateft pains 
to examine into the matter, and confe- 
quently not without having had very good 
reafons to think that he had been too cre- 
dulous in what he had' written. And 
though we cannot, at this dlftance of 
time, difcover what their reafons wer«> 
yet, as they were in the moft favourable 
fitudtion for examining into the truth of 
the fad:, we cannot but think that their 
Reafons muft have bcea very ftrong ones. 

2 All 
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All Jew?, no doubt, in confequence of 
having expected a mere man, born as other 
men are, for their Meffiah, would at firji 
be averfe to fuppofing any other concerning 
Chrift. - But having got over a much 
greater prejudice, viz. that of the Mefliah 
being a temporal prince^ it can hardly be 
conceived that then the circumftance of his 
miraculous birth, though originally equally 
unexpefted, would be received with much 
difficulty, if it had been tolerably well au-^- 
thenticated. For, being actually chrif- 
tians, they would be within the influence 
of another prejudice, which would tend to 
counteradt the former ; a miraculous con- 
ception being a circumftance highly ho- 
nourable to their mafter. In this way, as 
I have obferved, I doubt not, the belief of 
the miraculous conception did at length 
make its way among the Jewifh chriftians i 
fo that, by the time of Origen, part of 
them gave credit to the ftory. 

What proportion the believers in the 
miraculous conception bore to the reft, we 
cannot tell. Had the account of Origen 

been 
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been the firft, and the only one that we 
had of the matter, and he himfelf been in- 
different to either opinion, it might have 
bceri fuppofed, that the two kinds of Ebio- 
nites he mentions were nearly equal ia 
point of numbers. But Origen himfelf 
being a believer in the miraculous concep- 
tion, and his being the firft account oi any 
Ebionites believing it, the cafe is very dif- 
ferent. I cannot help thinking that thefe 
were always few, and that by far the greateft 
part of the Jewifh chriftians never gave 
any credit to the ftbry. 

It may be faid, that the general unbelief 
of the Jews, in and after our Saviour's 
time, with refpeft to the miraculous concep- 
tion, may be accounted for on the fuppofi- 

tion of its not having been generally known, 

» 

and its tranfpiring gradually from the few 
who were in the fecret. This, I would 
obferve, goes upon the idea of its being a 
thing, the knowledge of which was thought 
to be of no confequence to the fcheme of 
jphriftianity, and therefore, leaves us to afk, 
why fo great a miracle was provided to an- 
fwer no great end ? But that this was 
Vol. IV. G always 
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always confidered as a miracle of a very 
extraordinary kind^ is evident from its be- 
ing perpetually objedled to by the Jews, 
more than any other circumilance in the 
gofpel hiftory. And as it was always parti- 
cularly objeAed to by unbelievers, thofe who 
were believers would, no doubt, think them- 
felves particularly interefted in maintaining 
its authenticity. If, therefore, it had been 
in their power fully to afcertain fo very re- 
markable a fa<ft, they certainly would not 
have failed to do it. 

How reludlantly foever unbelievers might 
admit the evidence for a fad: of this kind, 
all chriftians muft have been fufficiently 
pre-difpofed to believe a thing, which, they 
would naturally enough think, did fo much 
honour to the founder of their religion. No 
reafon, therefore, can be imagined for chrif- 
tians not univerfally believing the miracu- 
lous conception, but fome confiderable de- 
ficiency in the evidence for it. Many 
perfons would eagerly catch at fuch a ftory 
as this, and believe it upon infufficient evi- 
dence. And yet we find that this ftory, 
long after its firft promulgation, and when 
3 there 
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there had been time enough to examine 
into it, was not only laughed at by unbe- 
lievers, but rejected by thofe chriftians who 
liad the heft opportunity of fatisfying them- 
Xelves concerning it. 

Had the miraculous conception been con- 
ceived to be a matter of no importance, 
the Jewifh chriftians not believing it might 
be accounted for on the fuppofition of 
their never having given much atten- 
tion to it. But a thing that actually ex- 
pofcd them to much reproach and ridi- 
cule, could not but engage their atten- 
tion. In their circumftances they would 
not £ul to examine and re-examine the evi- 
dence, and with a difpofition of mind fa- 
vourable enough to the belief of it, efpe- 
cially if they had thought it to be recorded 
by fuch a perfon as the apoftle Matthew, 
for whom they always entertained the highefl 
refped. As to Luke, his having been a 
companion of Paul might perhaps have 
given them a diilike to him. 

But the very idea of the apoftles conceal- 
ing any thing that they knew concerning the 
biftory of their mafter, is altogether un- 

G 2 fuitable 
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fuitable to their character and general con- 
duct. They were men of too great fim- 
plicity for a fcheme of this kind ; and in- 
deed it feems to have been contrary to their 
exprefs inftrudions / as they were ordered 
to publiflv in the moft open, manner' all 
that they knew concerning Chrift, without 
any refervc whatever. Matt. x. 26. There 
is nothing covered that /hall not be revealed^ 
and nothing hiJ, thdt Jhall not he known. 
What I tell you in darknefs^ that f peak ye in 
light y and what ye hear in the ear^ that 
preach ye upon the honfe tops. « 

The difbelicf of the miraculous concep- 
tion was by no means confined to the Jewifli 
chriftians. It extended likewife to the 
Gentile converts, probably the mnjority of 
them, even in the time of Juflin Martyr. 
For all the Gentile chriftians that he fpcaks 
of, as being unitarians at all, he confidered 
as holding the fame opinion on this fubjedt, 
that is afcribed to the Jewifti chriftians. 
Viz. that Jefus was a man born of man ^ or 
the fon of Jofeph as well as of Mary ; and 
independently of any rigorous conftrudtioa 
of his language, the refpeft with which he 
I fpeaks- 
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/peaks of them fufficiently proves that their 
numbers muft have been confiderable. 

However, as in this part of his work, 
Juftin is defending his peculiar opinion of 
.the pre^exijience of Chrifi^ ^NC cannot con- 
clude that he confidered all thofe who dc- 
.nicd his dodrine on this fubjeft, as agreeing 
among themfelves with refpedt to the cir- 
cumftances of the birth of Chrift, That 
was a thing which he had no occafion to 
attend to at that time; but as, in defcrib- 
ing the unitarians in general, Jews and 
Gentiles, he mentions it as their opinion, 
that Jefus was the fon of Jofeph, it is natu- 
ral to conclude that, in his time, it was the 
• opinion of the majority of them. Had it 
been the opinion of the minority only^ he 
would hardly have mentioned that circum- 
ftance in a general charaSler. 

Nor will this be thought improbable, 
when it is confidered, that though the be- 
lief of the miraculous conception certainly 
kept gaining ground, as well as that of the 
pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift, fome, 
and probably a confiderable number (or 
they would hardly have been mentioned at 

G 3 all) 
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all) remained to the time of Origen, v^^o 
wrote near a hundred years after Juftin 
Martyr, Origen comparing the blind beg- 
gar near Jericho to the poor beggarly Jcwifh 
chriftians, who believed Chrift to be the 
fon of Jofeph and Mary, fays, that " thoie 
•* who rebukgd him, reprefented the Gen* 
** tiles, who, excepting a few, believed that 
•* he was born of a virgin *." Had he 
himfelf been of this opinion, he might, 
perhaps, have fpoken of them with more 
refpeft in point of numbers, as well as on 
other accounts. 

In another pafTage, he alfo fpeaks of fome 
chriftians who denied the miraculous con- 
ception, but he does not fa3t whether they 
were Jews or Gentiles, though I think it is 
riioft probable that he meant the latter. 
** Perfons," he fays, *' may believe, and not 
" believe at the fame time ,' and he in- 

* Zifio) » iuvourat iso>0^; fxtv utteiv BTrtlifMivlag iva criw^rutftii t» 
"ESiavmoi nou mlax^yovli 'efb^i rnv st^ Itktsv 'ar^riv, Tag aito im s^oiVt 
txkiig map oyuyag aTravlsg mi'7ri?tvriOLaiv aviov ck map^eva yeycvu- 
c^ca^ Kcu ZTTiiifMiffiv ivct cmTTnan^ t(o ciofm'a avlov zk CTrepfAcSog oa^fog% 
KM yuvaixog ttvai^ KCtlayovlo; ro yivog utto tk A^i^. In Matt. 

Comment, vol. i ^ p. 426. 

fiances 



Chap. XX.' Miraculous Conception. 8y 

ftances in •* thafe who believe in Jefus 
* ** crucified by Pilate in Judea, but do not 
** believe that he was born of a virgin ; and 
** alfo in thofe who believed in his mira- 
** cles, but did not believe that he was the 
*^ fbn of him that made the heavens and the 
^' earth *." 

Irenaeus, in his Glofs (for fuch it is) upon 
the creed, inferts the article concerning the 
, miraculous conception, as what was univer- 
fally received in his time. But this could not 
be the cafe, fince, according to the evidence 
of Origen, there were even Gentile chriftians 
who difbelieved it after his time. Indeed I 
believe it is the general opinion of learned 
chriftians, that the apoftles took no great 
care to inculcate this dodtrine, but chiefly 

* Kai e7nrrt(Tov ei iuvaiai rig toj ixula xdia Tiva (i€v e^ivoucv *si* 
r«/6iv, xc3a Se eli^v fxn 'srirsueiv . oiye ^a^a.ii£iy/M3&' Evexev, oi -zari- 

^Woflig fJLEV Ei; TOV ETTl IlovllH ILAfl(?S IlJOW erOUpOifJlEVCV EV TJl InioUOCf 

fjofi iffirsuovlEg oe sig rov yEyswrifisvov ek Maptag mg ^o^^Eva^ nhi Eig 
TOV aulov 'SJirEuacri^ kJ « 'mtreuscn . jy 'acP^v oi 'SJirEUoiflEg (mev Etg rov 
voina-avia sv rn laiaia rx oc»ctyEyfafjLfi£va Tspotla^ xj atifASia Iwsk, 
fin 'wireuoylEg Je Eig tov Iu^« viov t« voiTio-avlog rov Hpavo¥ *^ tuv yw» 
€tg rov ^irEUHo-it't^ a ^irEuao'i.^ tsaUv re au oi tsirEvovlEg ftfv tig rov 
^BraiEpa Iwa x^^^^i f**» 'srirsvovlEg eig rov ^nfMHpyov. km "moiiflnv rnh 
'KaHogy iiloi eig rov aulov "SjirEVHO'ty kou a virevao't. Com men tt 

vol. 2. p. 322. 

G 4 urged 
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urged articles of greater moment • Among 
others, I fhall give in the margin the opi- 
nion of Bifhop Bull to this purpofe *. 

The author of the Appendix to Tertul- 
lian's trcatife, De Prafcriptlone^ fays, " that 
** Theodotus believed the miraculous con- 
'* ception -f-/' But, according to Epipha- 

* Quid vero de ea, quae paffionem, mortem, rcfurrec- 
tionem, &c, praecedit, conceptione Jefu Chrifti ex fpiritu 
fanflo, et nativitate ex Maria virgine ftatuendum ? An 
illam quoque jam inde ab initio Judaei ac Gentiles ante 
baptifmum funt profefli ? Equidem de ipfis chriftianae ec- 
elefiae primordiis aliquantulum dubito, quod in nullo cate« 
cheticorum, qui in a(9is apoftolorum extant, fermonuni, 
ulla vel conceptionis ex virtute fpiritus fanfli fine virili 
feniine, vel pativitatis ex Maria virgine fa£la fit mentio 
quodque nee univerfe apoftolos earn Judaeis vel Ethnicis 
praedicafle, neque hos illofve contra ipfam difputafle, ibi- 
dem legamus: uti quidem de refurreflione Chrifti fa£lam 
conftat. Haud vane igitur augurari licet, hujus myfterii 
propalationem pleniori evangelii expofitioni poll baptif- 
mum refervatam fuifle: vel quod omnibus in univerfum, 
tam Ifraelitis quam reliquis mortalibus, plane impoflibilis 
videretur virginis citra maris concubitum partus (vide 
Juftini M. Dial, cum Try phone loco infra, cap. 7. fed!:. 4. 
citato) vel quod non aeque neceflaria putarctur fupernatu- 
ralis Chrifti conceptionis ac nativitatis notitia, ac paiEonis 
atque refurreftionis ejus fides. Opera, p. 339. 

* Accedit his Theodotus haereticus Byzantius qui — doc- 
trinam ean^ introduxit qua Chriftum hominem tantum- 

mo4o 
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nius, his followers believed that *^ Chrift 
f* was a mere man, born of the feed of 
f man *." And this is not improbable, as 
Theodotus was prior to Origen; though 
I own Epiphanius is not the beft au- 
thority, and it is contradided by other 
accounts. But fome of the followers of 
Theodotus might believe the miraculous 
conception, and others might not. 

I think it very probable, that the difci- 
pies of Paulus Samofatenfis, and if £0^ the 
generality of the Gentile unitarians of 
his time diibclieved the miraculous concep- 
tion, and paid no regard to the introduction 
to the gofpel of Luke, any more than that 
of Matthew j becaufe, according to Atha- 
nafius, he fuppofed Chrift to have been boni 
at Nazareth -f*. Had he received the intro- 

modo diceret, deum autem ilium negaret, ex fpiritu qui- 
dem fandlo natum ex virgine, fed hominem folitarium at« 
que nudum, nulla alia prse ceteris, nifi Tola juftitiae autho* 
iritate. Opera, p. 223. 

* ILou 01 aTT aula cvra^svlBi Ged&cliocvoty <4^iXov avSpoTTcv foffwiH 
Te^ eivM rov xp^^^^-^ '^^ ^ a-^sgficOoi avipog ysytvnff^cu, Haer. 54* 
Opera, vol. i. p. 463. 

f Dc Adventu. J.G. Opera, vol. i. p. 635, 637. 

dudion 
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dudlion to the gofpel of Luke, he would 
naturally have faid, that Chrift had no ex- 
iflence before his birth at Bethlehem, ra- 
ther than Nazareth. 

It is not improbable, but that there were 
fome who difbelieved the miraculous cpn- 
ception in the time of Athanafius ; as he 
fays, ** I wonder how they have dared to 
•' fay that Chrift was a man in the courfc 
" of nature */' The tenfe of the verb that 
he makes ufe of, rather leads us to fuppofe, 
that he is fpeaking of a fedt that then conti- 
nued to fubfift. 

It fhould feem that there were fome in 
the time of Cyril of Jerufalem, who believ- 
ed that Chrift was the fon of Jofeph ; and 
as they are oppofcd to the heretics, it is mbft 
probable that they were not Gnollics, but 
proper Gentile unitarians. ^' Let us not,"^ 
fays he, '^ bear with the heretics, who teach 
*' the appearance by phantafm only. Let 

* Afjit>.zi KOHzivo Ts^avfjicCKa^ ma<; oXwj jcav swovcrai z£lo?^rtxa<Tiv 
m (fivrBi); axoXsSicc ysyzvAai av^^o)7ro; . si nai iilag r,v ismik ttj^ 
Mapia; yi lATYifAvi* aosya^ OLhv n (puai; "sja^^mv x^^pi^ avcpo^ riKfaaav 

De Divinitatc Chrifti, Opera, vol. i. p, 164. 

'' us 
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«* us likewife defpife thofe who fay that the 
•* birth was from man and woman, and dare 
** to fay that he was the fon of Jofcph and 
*• Mary *.*' It is evident from thefe fafts, 
that we cannot infi&r from Irenaeus infert- 
ing the article of the miraculous conception 
in his glofs on the Creed, that it was the 
belief of all chriftians. Like Tertullian 
after him, he mud have put into it the zr^ 
tides of his own faith. 

That any of the Gnoftics fhould difbelieve 
the miraculous conception, is a fadt more 
extraordinary, and more unfavourable to the 

r 

credibility of it, than the difbelief of it by 
any of the catholic chriftians, Jews, or Gen- 
tiles; becaufe this do6trine would have 
fuited remarkably well with thpir other 
principles. In reality, the belief of the 
miraculous conception might have been 
more naturally expeded of them, than of 
any perfons of that age. They did not, 
indeed, with Juftin Martyr, and the ortho- 

^dffMovIm • McOaTrlva'Ufjixv hoi rm Xsyovluiv £| avSpog xai ywatMog Eivai 
Tnv yswnffiVf rw joXfAiicravluv sittsiv^ Si w bk th laTnf Hcu tti^ Ma- 
jkxf. Ci^t 131. Opera, p. 164. 

dox. 
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dox/iietreve that Chrift was the maker of 
the world ; Iput they thought him to have 
been a pre-ekiftent intelligent being, equal 
in power, and fuperior in goodnefs, to him 
that made the world; and one who was 
fent to redlify the evils that had been intro- 
duced by the being that made it; and 
therefore they would as naturally incline to 
believe that he had a birth fuited to his 
high rank as the orthodox thcmfclves. 
They who thought that Chrift derived no- 
thing even from his mother, muft have 
.-thought a father quite fuperfluous. That 
j£.hey did not embrape this opinion, there- 
fore, could be owing to nothing but their not 
ftnding fufficient hiftorical evidence for it. 
That all the more early Gnoftics did be- 
lieve Jefus to have been the fon of Jofeph^ 
is aiTerted by all who make any mention of 
their opinions. The earlieft of them were 
the Cerinthians, and the earlieft writer who 
mentions them by name is Irenaeus : I 
fhall, therefore, begin with his teftimony 
concerning them. *' Cerinthus," fays he, 
** who was of Afia, held that the world was 
** not made by the principal God, but by a 

" power 
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«* power very diftant from him, and who 
«* was ignorant of the true God ; that Jefus 
** was not born of a virgin, for that he held 
** to be impoffible, but was the fon of Jo- 
** feph and Mary ; that he was like other 
«• men, but excelled them in virtue ; that 
*< aftef his baptifm, the Chrift defccnded 
** into him, in the form of a dove ; that he 
** then announced the unknown Father, 
•* and wrought miracles ; that at length the 
** Chrift left Jefus, who fufFered and rofe 
*' again, but that the Chrift was impaffible*.** 
What IrensEUS fays concerning Cerinthus, 
the firft of the Gnoftics, Theodoret and 

♦ Et Cerinthus autem quidam in Afia, non a primo dco 

fiftum cffe mundum docuit, fed a virtute quadam valde 

feparata, et diftante ab ea principalitate qu« eft fuper uni- 

vcrfa, et ignorante eura qui eft fupcr omnia deum. Je- 

fum autem fubjecic, fton ex virglne natum (impoffiblH 

cnim hoc ei vifum eft) fuifle autem eum Jofeph et Mariae 

filium, fimiliter ut reliqui omncs homines, et plus potuifle 

juftitia, et prudentia, et fapientia ab omnibus. Et poft bap- 

tifmum dcfcendifle in eum, ab ea principalitate quae eft 

fuper omnia, Chrlftum figura columbae ; et tunc annun« 

ciafle incognitum patrem, et virtutcs perfeciffe, in fine 

siutem revolafle iterum Chrlftum de Jefu, et Jefum paflum 

efle, ct refurrexifTe : Chriftum autem impafUbilcm perfe« 

verafle, exiftentcm fpiritalem, Lib» i. cap. 25. p. 102. - 

others 
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others fay concerning Simon, Menander, 
Cerdon, and Marcioh, the next in order of 
time, except that Siinon, who was impro- 
perly Tanked among chriftians, * preceded 
him* ** Simon," fays Theodoret, " Menan- 

* der, Cerdon, and Marcion, deny the in- 
' carnation, and call the miraculous con- 

* ceptioh a fable : but Valentinus, Bafi- 

* lides, Bardefanes, Armonius, and thofe of 
^ that clafs^ admit the miraculous concep* 

* tion and the birth ; but they fay that 

* the God logos received nothing from the 

* virgin, but paffed through her as through 
' a pipe y and that he appeared to men as 

* a phantafm, feeming only to be a man, 
' as he had appeared to Abraham and to 

* others of the ancients*/' 

Theodoret here fays, that Valentinus and 
Bafilides, who preceded him, admitted the 

* ^ifjLov fjLsv yojfy Koa MevavS^fo^i Kff 3a}v, km yiafKim nsavlct- 
Ttoffiv a^vHvlai tw evav^^uTmo'iV', xai mv zk wa^$£v» yewnoriv /lu/So- 
T^tav aiCQKoChsifn, BaA£v7ivof Se, kox Ba(n^£t3V}f, xat Baf3>icrai/i};, 
nai AffMViog^ xai oi rtflav trviJifM^iagt 3£%ov7«i fiev mg 'sro^Sfva rw 
Hun^v^ xeu rov rotcov ' «5ev Je tov Seov >^yov £k rvig faa^Beva 'ss^ocsi- 
^upevoi faaiVy a>7sa ma^o^av riva is avlng utrTTE^ iia <ru}^og «roi}- 

>aim. Ep. 145. Ogera, vol. 3. p. 1023. 

miraculous 
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miraculous conception ; but an earlier, and, 
therefore, a better authority, fays the con- 
trary. For the Valentinians, as well as the 
Ebidnites, are ranked among thofe who 
difbelieved the miraculous conception by 
Pamphilus the Martyr *. And if Valentinus 
did not believe the miraculous conception, 
it is probable that Bafilides did not, as he is 
fometimes called the mafter of Valentinus. 
Beaufobre fays, it does not appear whether 
Bafilides believed the miraculous concep- 
tion, or not. Hiftoire de Manicheifme, 
vol. 2. p. 28. 

That Carpocrates difbelieved the mira- 
culous conception is univerfally admitted! 
" Carpocrates," fays Irenaius, ** held that 
*' the world was made by inferior angels ; 
** that Jefus was the fon of Jofeph, but 
** that his foul was firm and holy+." " Cp-^ 

* Sive fecundum eos, que dicunt eum ex Jofeph et Ma- 
ria natum, ficut funt Ebionitse et Valentiniani. Hicro-t 
nymi Opera, vol. 9. p. 117. Origiais Opera, vol. i. p. 
760. 

t Carpocrates autem et qui ab eo, nuindum quidcm 
et ea quse in eo funt, ab angelis multo inierioribus ingenito 
patre fadum cfTc dicunt. Jefum autem e Jofeph natum, 

: Ct 
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*' rinthus and Carpocrates/' fays Epipha-' 
nius, *' ufcd the fame gofpel with the Ebio- 
** nites, ^nd endeavoured to prove from the 
** genealogy that Chrift is the fon of Jo- 

** feph and Mary*/' Theodoret alfo fays> 
that r* Carpocrates believed that Jefus was 
*^ born of Jofeph and Mary, like other 
** men-f*." 

Thus it appears, that the earlieft and" 
moft diftinguifhed of the Gnoftics agreed 
with the ancient unitarians, in difbelieving 
the miraculous conception. Now, what 
could bring perfons fo oppofite to each 
other, as the unitarians and Gnoftics are 
always reprefented to have been, to agree in 
this one thing, but fuch hiftorical evidence 
as was independent of any particular fyfteni 

ct qui fimilis reliquis hominibus fuerit, diftafle a reliquis 
fecundum id, quod anima ejus firma, et munda cum efleti 
commemorata fuerit. Lib. i. cap. 24. p. 99. 

* O fjLZv ycx^ Krf JvS©" hcu Ka^TroK^ag^ tw avlco x^oj^evoi S>>&ffV 
*Erap avJoig EUayysT^a^ aTO rr.g a^x^i '^^ ^^ MaJ^mcv tuxyyzT^iH 
Sia TYig y£V£a7\oyiag ^8?^v7at zia^irav £k aTrs^/xcilog IcaTYi^p Kai Mcx^ia^ 
sivM Tov xf^^oV' Hser. 30. Opera, vol. i. p. 138. 

•f Toy Js fcv^iov livnsv bk th Ioxju^ nai tkj Mcz^iag yBwn^ryca roig 
cO^i^ m^^airoig 'sja^7r>^r;p'mg, H^er. Fab. lib. i. cap. 5. 
Opera, vol. 4. p. 196. 

of 
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of chriftian faith; and which, in the cafe 
of the GncfticSj muft have been fo ftrong, 
as to overbear the natural influence of their 
fy&im. 

With refped: to the unitarians, it may be 
faid, that many of them, having been Jews, 
'who had expefted that their Meffiah would 
be a mere man, born as other men are, and 
efpecially a proper defcendant from David, 
would not, without particular evidence, 
adaiit that he had any other kind of birth ; 
and ,that the gentile unitarians, having 
learned chriflianity of them, would natu- 
rally adopt their opinion ; though, I doubt 
not, but that the idea of aggrandizing the 
founder of their religion, which was fo ea- 
gerly catched at in thofe times, would foon 
overbear the influence of that Jewifli pre- 
judice. But the Gnoftics, who did not 
believe that Chrift had any proper birth at 
all, but merely pafTed through his mother 
(to ufe their own favourite comparifon) as 
water through a pipe, would naturally wiih 
that it might be done in fuch a manner, as 
might be imagined (and the \vhole was an 
' Vol. IV. H affair 
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affair of imagination) to be in the Icaft de- 
grading manner. And that, in that age,, 
it nvas fuppofed to be lefs degrading to be 
born of a virgin, than in the common way^. 
is evident from what I have already quoted 
concerning their fentiments and ideas. 

On what grounds or principles,; or ftom 
what authority, the ancient Jewifh chrif- 
tians, and many of the Gentiles,, as well 
as the Gnoftics, diibelieved the miraculous 
conception, we can only conjedlure, as their 
writings on this, as well as on all odier 
fubjefts, are long iince buried in oblivion. 
But the faSl of fo general, a difbelief, both of 
the unitarian chriftians and the Gnoflics,. 
at firft univerfal, and giving way to the 
prefent popular opinion (which may eafil^ 
be accounted for from the very general dif- 
pofition to magnify the perfonal dignity of 
Chrift, whofe meannefs was continually ob- 
jedtqd to them) very flowly, cannot, I think, 
be accounted for without fuppofing fome 
confiderable defed: in the original evidence. 
Otherwife, it could not but» in the circum- 
ftanccs of the primitive chriftians, have very 

foon 
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foon and univcrfally eftablffhed itfelf. And 
the queftion now before us is fimply this, 
viz. whether it be eafier to account for the 
exiftence of this fadt, viz. the general, and, 
to appearance, univerfal diibelief of the mi- 
^culous conception, at the only period in 
which it was poilible fully to authenticate 
it, or the exiflence of the prefent records. 
of it, viz. the introductions to the gofpels 
of Matthew and Luke, at fo early a period 
as that to which they may certainly be 
traced, without fuppofing the hiftory they 
contain to< be authentic. 

In order to throw fome farther light upon 
the fubjeft, I fhall now freely confider the 
circumftances of this ftory, v^hich has been 
fo differently received; appearing to have 
gained no credit at firft, but, by a flowpro- 
cefs, to have come at length to be held ab-« 
folutely facred. 
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SECTION v. 

ne internal Evidence for the Credibility (f 
the Miraculous Conception . conjidered. 

IN comparing the four gofpels, wc can- 
not but be ftruck with the remarkable 
difference between thofe of Matthew and 
Luke, and thofe of Mark and John, in this 
refpedt; neither of the latter giving the 
leaft hint of a miraculous conception. And 
yet it might well be thought that, if any 

part of the hiftory required to be particu- 

# 

larly authenticated, by the teftimony of 
different hiflorians, it was this ; and many 
things of far lefs confequence are recorded 
by them all, and very circumflantially. 
With j-efpecft to John, it may, indeed, be 
faid, that as he knew that Matthew and 
Luke had recorded the circumflances of the 
miraculous conception, he had no occafion 
to do iti 

But what fhall we fay with refped: to 
Mark ? If he was an epitomizer of Mat- 
thew, 
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-thcw, as fome have fuppofed, but of which 
I own I have feen no fufficient evidence. 
how came he to leave out the whole of the 
two firft chapters ? And if he was, as I 
think moft probable, an original writer^ 
how came he to give no account at all of 
the miraculous conception, on the fuppo- 
iilion that he really knew of it ? He could 
not tell that any other perfon of equal cre- 
dit would write the hiftory ; and, there- 
fore, as he did undertake it, he would cer* 
tainly infert in it whatever he thought to 
be of principal importance. Confequently^ 
he muft either have never heard of the 
ftory, or have thought it of no importance. 
But it is of fuch a nature, that no perfon, 
believing it to be true, ever did, or ever 
could, confider it as of no importance. It 
was a fingular and moft extraordinary mea- 
fure in divine providence, and could not 
but be confidered as having fome great ob- 
jed and end, whether we ftiould be ablfe to 
difcover it or not. It was, therefore, fuch 
a fad: as no hiftorian could overlook ; and 
it may, therefore, be prefumed, that Mark 

H 3 bad 



\ 



1Q2 OftbeJIo&irint of the Book III, 

had either never heard of it, or that he did 
not believe it^ 

If we only take away the two firft chap- 
ters of the go/pels of Matthew and Luke^ 
aiyl change a very few words in the verfes 
that follow them, we fhall find very proper 
beginnings for them both, and exadtly cor- 
refponding to that natural and fimple on^ 
of Mark. Forthey wilj then begin with aa 
account of the preaching of John the Bap-- 
tiA^ as, in fad:, the gofpel of John like^^ 
wife does, after a fhort introdudion con-r 
cerning the meaning of the word logos^ 
which was, probably, much talked of at 
that time. 

Does not this circumflance give us fomc 
fufpicion that both thefe gofpels of Mat- 
thew and Luke might originally have been 
publifhed without thofe introdudtions; that 
the Hebrew copy of the gofpel of the Ebio-^ 
xiit:es, which was that of Matthew without 
the two firft chapters (and which they main- 
tained to be the genuine gofpel of Matthew) 
might be all that Matthew himfelf ever 
ijvrote I that the cppy of J^uke's gofpel, 

which 
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which Marcion had» and Which began^ as 
3Epiphanius fays*, ,at the third chapter 
was all that Luke wrote ; that the /»- 
traduSliom were written afterwards by other 
|)erfons ;- and that they were firft an- 
iiexed to the gofpels by- thofe who ad«- 
mired theoi^ and were afterwards copied, as 
j)roper parts of them. Suppoiing this to 
^ave been done, though it ihould not have 
i>een before the ancient verfions were made, 
they would naturally be tranflated aftei*- 
wards, and be annexed to the verfions^ as 
they had been to the originals. 

The Gnoflics in general feem to have 
feleded what they tfiought proper of the 
different books of the New Teftanaent> 
without regard to their authenticity. But 
it appears, from TertuUian, to have been the 
real opinion of Marcion (who was unquei^ 
tionably a man of learning and ability) that 
Luke'^s original gofpel contained no account 
t)f the miraculous conception. For this 

4a. Opera, vol. i. p. 312. 

H 4 Writer^ 
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ivriter^ in his book againft the Marcionited, 
fays, concerning the two copies of Luke's 
gofpel, his own and Marcion's ; " I fiiy 
^* that mine is the true copy; Marcion^ 
*^ that his is fo. I affirm that Marcion*8 
'^ copy is adulterated ; he, that minp is 
^* fo/' He adds, that his own copy was 
the more ancient, becaufe Marcion him? 
felf did, for fome time, receive it *. But 
this he might do, till, on examination, 
he thought he faw fufficient reafon to re? 
jed it. 

How improbable foever this hypothefis 
may appear at firft light, no perfon can 
well doubt of fomething of the fame na- 
ture having taken place with refpedl to Ic- 
vcral pafTages in the books of fcripture, 
even where we have no evidence whatever ^ 
from hiftory, from manufcripts, or from 
ancient verfions, of the paffages havings 

* Funus ergo ducendus eft contentionis, pari hinc inde 
nifu fludluante. Ego meum dico verum, Marcion fuum. 
£go Marcionis adiirmo adulteratum, Marcion meum. — 
Ad^o antiquius Marcion eft, quod eft fecundum nos, yt 
et ipfe illi Marcion aliquando crediderit. Lib. 4. cap. 4. 
p. 415. 

ever 
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CFcr been what we now take it for granted ' 
they originally were. This, I think, to 
have been the cafe with refped: to the word 
w»rxi»9 John vi. 4. Bifbop Pearce fuppofes 
the whole verfe, and many others, to have 
been interpolations $ and the famous verfei 
I John, V. 7. concerning the three that bear 
record in beaveny has been fufficiently proved 
to have come into the epiftle in this unau- 
thorized manner ; and had it been done in 
an early period, there would have appeared 
no morfe reafon to have fufpefted the ge- 
nuinenefs of it, than there now does that 
of the introduftions to the gofpels of Mat- 
thew and Luke. 

This was indifputably the cafe with the 
gofpel of the Ebionites itfelf ; for, accord- 
ing to the moft unfufpefted evidence, it 
was the gofpel of Matthew beginning at the 
third chapter; but that copy ^of the Ebio- 
nites gofpel, which Jerom faw, had, at 
leaft, the fecond chapter ; for he quotes a 
paflage from it. It is very poffible, there- 
fore, that there might have been copies of 
^he Greek gofpel of Matthew, without the 

two 
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two firft chapters, as well as fome of tl)e 
Hebrew copies with them. 

As the Ebionites were not wanting in 
their relpeft for Matthew, or his gofpel, it 
is not to be fuppofed that they would have 
rejected the introdudion, if th?y had really 
thought it to be bis^ even if they had not 
thought the hiftory contained in it intitled 
to full credit, I^ therefore, fee no reafoa 
why they fhould leave it out entirely, but 
that they did not admit its authenticity : 
and, certainly, as I have faid before, they 
for whofe ufe that gofpel was particularly 
written, and in whofe language it was pro- 
bably firft publifhed, muft be allowed to 
have been the beft judges of it. 

It favours the idea of the two firft chap- 
ters of Matthew's gofpel not properly be- 
longing to the reft, that they have a kind 
oifeparate title ^ viz. the book of the genera-^ 
tion of Jefus Chrijl, to which the hiftory 
of the miraculous conception, and the cir- 
cumftances conneded with it, are an ap- 
pendage, and together with it make a kind 
of preamble to the proper hiftory of the 

gofpel, 
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gofpel, which begins with the account of 
*he baptifm of John. 

As to the gofpel of Luke, though it 
/hould not be fuppofed that the copy which 
Marcion made ufe of (which wanted the 
two fir ft chapters) affords any prefumptioA 
that the original was without them, yet the 
authority of this writer is certainly lefs 
ihan that of an apoftle; and careful as he 
was to coUedt the particulars of the hiftory 
from the very beginning, he might poffibly 
'have been mifinformed with refpedl to the 
early part of it, and have taken up that 
' fplendid part of his narrative too haftily. 
Had the work of Symmachus been extant, 
we ihould, no doubt, have known much 
more conceroing the fubjedt. Between the 
time of the publication of the gofpels, and 
<hat of Juftin Martyr, who is the firft wri- 
ter that mentions the miraculous concep* 
tion, there was an interval of about eighty 
years ; and in this fpace of time it is pof- 
fible that additions to the gofpel hiftory 
-of this kind (which did not affedl the great 
and public tranfaiftions) might have been 

made 
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made and have been annexed to fome of the 
<:opies, though not to them all. 

Some doubt with refpedt to the authen- 
ticity of the introdudtion to Matthew's 
gofpel arifes from the genealogy being 
omitted in the Harmony of Tatian. ^ He 
was a difciple of Juftin Martyr, in whofe 
writings, as I have obferved, we have the 
iirfl certain mention of the miraculous con- 
ception ; but after the death of his mafter^ 
he became the founder of a fedl much re- 
fembling thofe of the Gnoftics. His Har- 
mony is not* now extant j but we have the 
following account of it in Theodoret : " He 
*^ compofed a gofpel caHed 3)a TEcr^-afwy, or of 
** the four, having cut off the genealo- 
*' gies, and every thing that fhews that 
*' our Lord was of the feed of David ac- 
*' cording to the flefh. This gofpel was 
** ufed not only by thofe of his fed:, but 
*^ alfo by thofe who followed the doftrine 
'* of the apoftles ; not perceiving the arti- 
** fice of the compofition, but ufing it, 
^* through limplicity, as a compendious 
'/ work, I found more than two hundred 
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•* of thefe books, much rcfpedtcd in the 
** churches ; but, having collefted them 
*• all, I removed them, and introduced the 
** gofpels of the four evangelifts */' 

All that we can certainly infer from this 
account of Theodoret is, that Tatian did 
not infert any genealogy of Chrift in his 
Harmony, and I believe no other harmonifl 
ever omitted fo important an article in the 
gofpel hiftory. This is a circumftance that 
afFcdts the authenticity of xht genealogy only, 
diredtly, and the reft of the introduSlion^ 
containing the hiftory of the miraculous 
conception, indireftly, as fuppofed to be 
connefted with the genealogy. As Epi- 
phani'us fays, that Tatian's gofpel was fome- 
limes called the go/pel according to the He^ 

* Oulo; K; TO Si« Tt<T<Tct^w )ca%iifjL£vov ovvle^iH&f evayy£>40v^ ra; 

ffOPXa 7Sy£VVYifA£V0V TOV KV^lQV itmWTlV^ SX^nffOvlo 3s T2f7ft), 8 fMVOV 01 

Tus EMEivH ffUfJLfjjQ^iscg^ co^^ ^ ot Toif aTTOTO^dHoig iTTOfAivoi ^oy/xacT/, 
TJjv TYi; cwSjwj Kcac8fyia» a* £yv«*o7ff , o?^* a^T^srff ov a; <rvvlo(Aa 
Tw piQ>d6) xf>io"a(U£voi . £v^DV Jfi Kayci 'ar>.£i«j r\ ^lOKOffiag fii^T^g roi- 
aulag ev toij 'sra^ rifjuv SHHMo'icug rHifjofifjisvaq', km 'aaaag awaya- 
ym cmteSe/ajiv* >cJ Ta mv Terla^uv svayy^^osv avltiayiyayov euayyt' 
7M. Hser, Fab. lib. i. cap. 20. Opera, vol. 4. p. a 08. 

brewj^ 
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brews f and he was a Syrian, it is not impro- 
bable, as Mr. Jones obferves, that he mightf- 
have been one of the feft of the Hebrew 
chriftians ; and, therefore, it will be more 
probable that he omitted both the genea« 
logy and the account of the miraculous 
conception, becaufe he thought them not 
to be depended upon. 

As Tatian had no- genealogy of Chrift in 
his gofpel, he mufl have omitted that of 
Luke, as well as that of Matthew y and 
though that of Luke is not in the two firfi: 
chapters, it is infer ted in a place where it 
is not at all wanted, but has much the 
appearance of an interpolation, and there-^ 
fore might have been written by the au- 
thor of the introduSlion^ fuppofing neither 
of them to have been written by Luke. 

If we read the gofpels of Matthew and 
Luke without the two firft chapters, we 
ihall not find the want of them ; as in the 
fubfequent hiftory, there is no reference to 
them, and fome things that are rather incon- 
Ment with them. Thus, whenever cither 
of thefe two writers fpeak of Jefus being 
3. called 
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called the Jon ofjofeph^ as well as of Mary^ 
after he came into public life, they never 
make any remark, upon it, or objedtion to 
k» Mary herfclf is reprefented by Luke» 
chap. ii. S^:^. as faying to Jefus, Thy father 
and I have fought thee forrowing ; and from 
this paiTage, Cyril of Jerufalem fays,, that 
** fome heretics endeavoured to prove that 
^ Chriil; bad a Father as well as a mo<^ 
^ ther*." 

But i( maybe replied^ that having n^ 
lated the hiAory of the miraculous con* 
ception fo much at large before, he had no 
occafion to introduce any explanation after«» 
wards ; and as to Mary, ihe^ perhaps, fpoke 
what Luke mentions in a mixed company, 
and might not chufe to inform them thar 
Jiefus had no father. Still, however, I 
think it would not have been unnatural for 
both Matthew and Luke to have referred t6 
the hiAory of the miraculous conceptioa 
on fome particular occafions, as when the^ 
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T^troihc Catt 7« Opera, p. io6. 

gave 
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gave an account of his being defpifed for 
being the fon of a carpenter. This, at leaftj 
might have been expedled of Mark and 
John, who had given no hiftory of the mi- 
raculous conception at all. 

The very genealogies in the gofpels of 
Matthew and Luke amount alfo to a con- 
futation of the hypothefis adopted by thofe 
writers ; and, therefore, fliould feem to be 
the work of other hands than thofe who 
wrote the gofpels. And that of Matthew 
may well be fuppofed to have been written 
by one perfon, and the reft of the two chap* 
ter5 by another. For, of what confequence 
was it to give the genealogy of Jofeph for 
that of Jefus, when, according to them^ 
Jefus was np more defcended from Jofeph, 
than he was from Herod. 

The genealogy of Luke has by fomc 
moderns been fuppofed to be that of Mary^ 
becaufe fome Jewifh rabbi has called her 
the daughter of Heli. But that rabbi was 
probably too late to know any thing of the 
matter; and he might call her fo as the 
wife of Jofeph, who was faid to be the 

fon 
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fon of Heli ; and the genealogy in Matthew 
has always been fuppofed to be that of Jo- 
feph himfelf. However, the hypothefis of 
the ancients was quite different from that of 
the moderns ; for, according to them, both 
the genealogies are thofe of Jofeph, that in 
Matthew by natural defcent, he being the 
proper fon of Jacob, and that in Luke by 
law} Heli, the fuppofed brother of Jacob, 
dying without iffue, and Jacob taking his 
wife, and having by her Jofeph. Thus 
Eufebius, on the authority of Africanus, 
(whofe authority is quite uncertain) fays, 
that ** Jofeph was the fon of Heli by law, 
•* and of Jacob by nature * 5" " Jacob and 
*' Heli being brothers ^f.'' 

Jerom fays, that *' Jofeph's genealogy is 
** mentioned, becaufe it was not the cuftom 
*• of the fcriptures to reckon genealogies 

* Xlv dsfog loxttoC oQatvs rn ai^H Ts>£tjlma»lof^UMy rnv yuvai' 
xd vapatKaSm^ eyswnfrev ej cxuki Tf flw tov laxni^ ' xcila ^vjiv fAW 
coJItf, uai xcQa >Joyov . 3io hcu ytypomloa ' loata^ ie eysvyticre tovIw- 
cnp • xcOa voiAov ^e m 'Hm utog nv * cxEivo) yap o Icuca^ a^s?^ av, 
anrmi cvipfuz, Hift. lib. I. cap. 7. p. 23. 
+ Ibid. p. 25. 

Vol. IV. I *^ according 
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** according to women *.'* But on this 
principle the genealogy was a mere decep- 
tion; and h^d the Jews known how the 
cafe flood, it would have given tl^em no fort 
of fatisfadtion. It could not, therefore^ 
have anfwered the end for which it was in- 
ferted. For, no doubt, the Jews under-> 
flood the prophecies concerning the defcent 
of the Mefliah from David, to mean that he 

■ 

fliould be the fon of fome man who fhould 
be lineally defcended from David. The. 
infertion of any daughter of David would,^ 
in their opinion, have vitiated the whole 
genealogy. They muft, therefore, hay* 
confidered one of thefe genealogies as di- 
rectly contradiAing the other. 

Auflin has a peculiar method of folving 
this difficulty. He fays, that '* Jefus was 
** the proper child of Jofeph as well as of 
^' Mary, becaufe the holy fpirit gave him 
** to them both; both of them being order- 
" ed by the angel to give a name to the 

* Cui primum refpondebimus non effe confuetudinisfcrip- 
tiirarum, ut mulicrum in generatioiiibus ordo texatur. In 
Matt cap, I. Opera* vol. 6. p. i. 

^ child i 
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•* child ; and by this," he fays, ^* the au- 
" thority of the parent is declared */' 

The Jews make it d feriouS objedion to 
the meffiahfhip of Jefus, that, according to 
the genealogies of Matthew and Luke^ he 
does not appear to have been defcended from 
David, or eveii frOm Judah ; fince it is only 
the genealogy of Jofeph, his reputed father, 
that is given, and not his own, or his mo« 
ther's. **Obferve," fays the author of iV/z5?^- 
ebon vftus, '^ how thpy confute themfelves ; 
•* for if, as they fiy^ Jefus had no father, how 
** cahhe be defcended from the ftock of Da- 
*• vid. But if the genealogy of Jofeph be 
** given toptove that he was of the houfe of 
*^ David, Jofeph muft be his father* How 
^' then do you affert that he had no human 
" father +" 

♦ Spiritus Sanflus in amborum juftitia requiefcens am- 
bobits fiUum dedit* Sed in eo fexu, quern parere decebat, 
c^ratus eft hoc, quod etiam marito nafceretur. Itaque 
ambobus dicit angelus, ut puero nomen imponant 2 ubi 
parentum declaratur audloritas* Sen 63. Opera, Sup» 

i Unde iis conftat Jefum domo Davidica profatum fui{& I 
Utique in libro errorum ipforum nihil tale fcriptum repe- 

.12 xitur. 
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Rabbi Nachmahides fays, if ^* your Mef- 
" fiah was defcended from David, meaning 
^* by the mother's fide, he could not be the 
'^ heir of his kingdom, becaufe females do 
^^ not inherit while any male iflbe re- 
^* mains */* 

^* Both thefe genealogies,*' fays Rabbi 
Ifaac, in his Munimenjidet^ *' belong to Jo- 
** feph only, and not to Jefus i for they fay 

that Jofeph had no commerce with Mary 



<c 



ritur. Nam, Matthaeus et Lucas qui genealogias texunt, 
Jofephi tantum, mariti Marise^ genealpgiam texunt, quam 
ipfi ab Abrahamo deducunt, hoc modoi Abraham genuit 
Ifaacum, Ifaacus genuit Jacobum, et reliqua, donee fini- 
unt: Eleafar genuit Mattanem, Mattan genuit Jacobum, 
^Jacobus genuit Jofephum, fponfum Mariae. At Marias 
gcnealogia non repcritur, in ullo ipforum libro. Nunc 
autem difce, et audi, quomodb propria eorundem di^ ip- 
fos mendacii reos faciant. Quod il enim Jefus fine patre 
genitus eft, ceu di£titant, ex eo liquido inferimus non fuifle 
ilium oriundum ex profapia Davidis. Quod fi vero ideo 
per Jofephum Jefu genealogia conditur, ut appareat biinc 
ex domo Davidica defcendere, relinquiiur, Jofephum illius 
patrem fuifie : quomodo igitur afreritis, ipfum citra viri 
concubitum genitumeffe? Nizzacbon Vetus, p. 72^ 73. 
* Quod fi maxime vefter Meffias ex progenie Davidis 
prodiiiTet, non tamen hxres regni illius eife poifet, non 
enim filiae haereditatem adeunt, cum proles mafcula eft fu- 
perftcs, P. 53, 

** his 
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f *. his mother ; and as to that of Mary, it is 
^* altogether unknown, Thofc, therefore, 
** who framed thefc genealogies may be com- 
*' pared to perfons who plunge' into a deep 
^* fea, and bring up nothing but (hells *." 
The two hiftories of the miraculous con^ 
ception are themfelves remarkably different 
jfrom each other; and though it may be 
poilible to contrive a fcheme^ by which 
they may be reconciled, yet there are fuch 
capital circumilances in each of the ac- 
counts omitted by the other, as it caa 
hardly be fuppofed would have been omit- 
ted, \i the writers bad been acquainted with 
them. Would Luke, for inftance, whoie 
account is fo very circuniftantial in other 
refpedts, have omitted all the three remark- 

* Caeterum, amte has ineptiflimse genealogtae tantum 
ad Jofepiiunii neutiquam vero ad JeAim attment. Cum 
auitem )j£ dicantf nunquam tota vita fua neque ante par- 
tiun Jetu, neque deinde a Jofepho Martam fiiifle cogni- 
tarn. Secundum hoc aflertum, Jofephi genealogia^ Jefu ni- 
hil qnicquam prodeft, imprimis cum genealbgia Mariae 
pforfus^ibs lateat. Quae, quoniam its fe babent, fruftra fe 
.occuparunH conditores harum genealo^arum^ atque in pro- 

fuoda pelagi fe demittentes, ail nifi teftam cetulere mani- 
bus, P, 390. 

^ ^ I 3 able 
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able ilories of the v;fit of the wife men of 
the eaft, the maffacre of the children, and 
the journey into Egypt ? Or would Mat- 
thew, who has mentioned thefe things, have 
omitted all the particulars of the fpeephes 
of the angels, the (lory of the fhepherds, 
and the prophecies of Simeon and Anna ; 
to fay nothing of the whole hiftory of the 
birth of John the Baptift. 

The narrative of Luke is fo far from co- 
inciding with that of Matthew, that it is 
Jiardly poflible to find in it any room for the 
journey into Egypt, According tp Luke, 
Jefus was prefented at Jerufalem as fopn as 
the days of Mary's purification were ex* 
pired, and then returned direftly to Naza- 
reth, without going any more to Beth- 
lehem i where, indeed, jt dp^s pot appear 
that Jofeph bad any habitation, or friends ; 
fo that the wife men of Matthew, who are 
fupppfed to have found the child at Beth- 
lehemr rnufl have arrived in the country 
Jong after Mary had left that plgce. On 
the contrary, Matthew mufl have fuppofed 
that Jefus was kept at Bethlehem near two 

ycar^ 
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years after his birth, and vws carried from 
thence into Egypt. 

• Indeed, one cannot help inferring from 
the account of Matthew, that Jofeph and 
Mary were properly of Bethlehem, that 
they did not fettle in Nazareth till after 
their return from Egypt, and that they then 
made choice of this place, as being out of 
the territory of Archelaus, the fon of He- 
rod. Had Matthew fuppofed Jefus to have 
been at Nazareth, in Galilee, at the time of 
his pcrfecution by Herod, he would hardly 
have thought of fending him to Egypt as a 
place of fafety, when, in order to come 
thither, he muft have pafTed through the 
whole extent of Herod's dominions ; but 

w 

would rather have fent him to Tyre^ or 
fome part of Syria, bordering upon Galilee. 
On the whole, I cannot help concluding 
that, had the compilers of thefe.two very 
diffefeilt accounts, been both of them well 
informed concerning the fubjedt, it would 
liave been much more eafy to harmonize 
them than it is at prefcnt. They arc now 
fo wholly different from each other, that 

I 4 their 
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their hiAories might have been thofe of dif- 
ferent perfons. 

If we examine each of the accounts fe* 
parately, paffing over the ftriking incoher- 
ence between them^ a rational chriftian muft 
fee many ^hings in them that he will find 
fome difilculty in reconciling to himfelf. 
They have both, as I cannot help thinking, 
too much the air oifable^ and the applicatiou 
pf fcripturein the account afcribedto Mat- 
thew ip very far from being fuch as can re- 
commend it. Jefus going into Egypt, and re^- 
turning from it, is made to be the fulfilment 
of a prophecy of Hofea^ which is no prophecy 
a( all; but fimply the mention of God having 
called his fon, the Ifraelites. as a nation, out 
of that country. And Jefus is to fettle at 
Nazareth, becaufe the Meiliah wa$ to be a 
Nazarene s whereas all that can be imagined 
to give any countenance to this, in the Old 
Teftament is, that he was to be defpifed and 
fejedled of men ; and Nazareth was a defpi- 
cable place. If the writer had any other 
idea, it muft have been more far-fetched, 
and improbable, than this. I fay nothing 

3 ????^? 
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here of the prophecy of Ifaiah, concerning a 
virgin bearing a fan^ as an account will be 
given of it hereafter. 

As to the ftory of Luke, to fay nothing 
of the long and improbable fpeeches it con- 
tains^ and which could never have beea 
tranfroitted with exadnefs, and the vifion of 
angels to the (hepherds (which does not ap- 
pear to have been of any ufe) it implies fuch 
an early declaration of Jefus being the Mef- 
^ah» as is incompatible with the whole 
plan of the gofpel hiftory. Jefus carefully 
Cpmcealed his being the MeHiah from the 
J^ws in general ^ ; and it was only at a late 
period in his hiftory that he revealed it to 
the apoftles ; and yet^ in this introdudion 
to the gofpel of Luke^ it is fuppofed to 
IWf^ been known with certainty to the pa- 
rents of John, to thofe of Jefus himfelf, to 
the ihepherds, and to the prophets Simeon 
and Anna, none of whom are^ faid to have 
made apy fecret of it, and the laft is faid 
(chap. ii. 28.) to have fpoken of him to aU 
niobo looked for redemption in IfraeL Had 
f hjis been the cafe, the eyes of all the coun- 
try 
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try muft have been fixed on Jefus as the 
promifed Meffiah, and all attempts to con- 
ceal it, after his public appearance, would 
have come too late. 

Yet, notwithftanding all this prepara- 
tion, it does not appear that Jefus wras at all 
known, or in the Icaft fuj^edled to be the 
Meffiah, till after his appearance in thie 
charadler of a public teacher, and his work- 
ing of miracles ; and even then his own 
brethren did not immediately believe on 
him. 

There are, indeed, feV^ral ihconfiftencics 
in the account of Luke, from which it may 
be gathered, that what could not but be 
known to every body, was, after all, a fecret 
to Jofeph andMary themfelves. After the 
hiftory of the flicpherds, we are told, cap. ii. 
39. that Mary kept- all thefe things , and pon^ 
dered them in her hearty which implies, 
that fhe was at^ lofs what to think of them. 
After the declaration of Simeon, we read, 
ver. 33. that Jofeph and his mother marveL 
led at thofe things which werefpoken of him -, 
and When Jefus was twelve years old, and 

told 



C«AP, XX. Miraculous Conception. 123 

told them that he mufl be about his father's 
buiinefs^ or at his father's houfe (chap, ii, 
50.) they underjiood not the faying that be 
jpake unto them, and Mary kept all tbefefay^ 
ifigs in her heart. Moreover, after all this 
preparation, tq annoirnce Jefus, and no other 
perfon, as the Meffiah, yet, when John 
nade^ his appearance tht people (Luke iii. 
1.5.) were in expectation^ and all men mufed 
in their hearts of John, whether be were 
Chriji or not. . Thefe arc marks of the ftory 
being inconfiftent and ill-digeftod. 
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SECTION VI. 

Qonfiderations relating to the Roman Cenjas, 

mentioned by Luke. 

fin H E account of the ccnfus taken by 
* order of Auguftus at the fuppofed 
fime of the birth of Chrift, its being taken 
by Cyrenius, governor of Syria^ and the 
journey of Jofeph and Mary to Bethlehem 
on that occafion» are particularly liable to 
exception^ and therefore I fhall treat of 
them in a feparate fedtion. 

Dr. Lardner, with great labour and 
ingenuity (Credibility, vol. 2. p. 718.) 
has fhewn that by tranfpofing the words, 

the phrafc AvTw u omciy^ctipn ns^<^Y\ iytvelo ny£fMveuoll&' 

TUf Ivfuxg Ki/fw«, may be rendered. This was 
the Jirfi ajfejfment of Cyrenius^ governor of 
Syria I and had mttJtmi been ufed, inftead of 
iiygfiov«;ov7©-, this might eafily have been ad- 
mitted. But certainly the natural inter- 
pretation of the phrafe, as the words now 

ilandji 
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ftand^ implies that this aflefTment was takea 
at the time that Cyrenius was adually go-> 
vernor of Syria, which did not take place 
till five years after the death of Herod* 
But, independent of this difficulty, which 
has given commentators and critics a great 
deal of trouble, there are other particulars 
in this account that are extremely impro- 
bable. 

As Judea was not at that time a province 
of the Roman empire, but had a king of 
its own, though in alliance with Rome, 
and in a ftate of dependence upon it, the 
Roman cenfus could not regularly extend 
to that country. What the Romans had 
the power of commanding is not the quef«- 
tion. They had power, no doubt, to de- 
prive Herod of his kingdom, and to fend a 
governor of their own in his place; in con* 
fequence of which the country might have 
become fubjefl: to the Roman law, and the 
people liable to the cenfus. But while 
Herod was king, Judea was governed by 
Jewifli laws, and fubjedt to no taxes but 
iuch as were impofcd and levied by Jew9. 

Dr. 



126 Of the DoSlrine of the Book IIL 

Dr. Lardncr has, indeed, fliewa that 
Herod may be faid to have been a tri^ 
butary prince^ and that the emperor migbi 
poffibly have an officer of his own refiding 
in the country, to take care of his revenues 
from it. But he has himfelf made it fuffi- 
ciently evident, that a cenfus was the moil 
odious method of impofing a tax, and there- 
fore that the Romans never had recourfe to 
it, even in the proper provinces of the em- 
pif e, except in very particular circumftances. 
He thinks, indeed (p. 6 18.) that he has found 
one inftance of it, in the cafe of Cilicia Af- 
pera ; but this was a very inconiiderable 
country, and in a later period. I would 
alfo obferve that, though Herod might be 
in difgrace with Auguftus, and the emperor 
might wi£h to humble him, it is not pro-* 
bable that the people (while the whole 
country was united under one government, 
and in a very flourifhing ilate) would have 
borne fuch an unprecedented infult, with* 
out fuch murmurings as we (hould have 
heard of, cfpecially from Jofephus. This 
writer, in his account of the cenfus that 

was 
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was taken in Judea on its being made a 
proper Roman province, fhews that the 
minds of the Jews wcrfe at that time ex- 
ceedingly difpofed to revolt at the meafure; 
and it was taken in no more than one part 
of the country over which Herod had been 
king. It did not extend to the dominions 
of Herod, the tetrarch of Galilee, thofe of 
Philip, or thofe of Lyfanias. 

Dr. Lardner is of opinion (p. 618.) that 
Jofephus has mentioned this cenfus in the 
time of Herod the Great, in faying " that the 
people of Judea took an oath to be faithful 
to Caefar, and the interefts of the king." But 
he has not proved that this expreffion is^ 
equivalent to the taking of a cenfus ; and the 
moft natural interpretation of it is, that it 
was an oath of friendfhip and alliance. Be- 
fides, the meafure of taking a Roman cenfus 
in a foreign country, of fuch magnitude as 
Judea then was, was certainly entitled to a 
more particular narrative, in fuch a hiftory 
as that of Jofephus. We might at lealt 
have expefted fome account of this firft, 
and greater cenfus, in his hiftory of the 

fecond 
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fecond and lefler ; and efpecially fome rea- 
ifons why the latter gave fo great an alarm, 
and excited fuch dangerous tumults, when 
the former had excited none at all. 

It is true that Juftin Martyr, and others 
of the Fathers, do mention this cenfus un- 
der Herod the Great, as what the Romans 
would find an account of in their puhlic 
rcgifters. But fome of them likewife ap- 
peal to an account of Chrift tranfmitted by 
Pilate to the emperor Tiberius. The pro- 
bability is, that thefe writers, taking it for 
granted that this account of the cenfus in 
the gofpel of Luke was a true one, did not 
fcruple to appeal to it, as what they did 
not doubt would be found to be fo. But 
\ve have no account of the fa<5t being ve- 
rified by an examination of records. 

Admitting this unprecedented Roman 
cenfus, in a country that was no province 
of the Roman empire, it is certainly highly 
improbable that Jofeph, who lived at Na- 
zareth, fituated three days journey from 
Bethlehem, fhould be obliged to go thither 
on the account of it. A cenfus was an 

account 
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account of a man^s family and pofTcffions, 
given in upon oath, with a fcrutiny, if nc- 
cciTary; and certainly it was moft convenient 
for every man to do this in the place where 
he refided^ and where his account might 
be verified, or checked, by that of his 
neighbours and acquaintance. 

Neither the Romans nor the Jews had 
any intereft in fuch a manoeuvre as this 
hiftorian fuppofes to have taken pkce. For 
the trouble of every man going to the 
place where his remote anceflors had lived 
muft have been infinite ; to fay nothing of 
the uncertainty of determining what place 
to go to, which muft have been very great. 
For, in this cafe of Jofeph, though Da- 
vid had lived at Bethlehem, his fon So- 
lomon had not. That the people of Na- 
zareth fhould go to Bethlehem, and the 
inhabitants of Bethlehem perhaps to Na- 
jKareth, to do nothing but what might have 
been done by both with much more eafe 
arid advantage at their own homes, is there- 
fore not to be fuppofed. 

Vol. IV. K Dr. 
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Dr. Lardner imagines (p. 605.) that Jofeph 
might have had fomc eftate at Bethlehem ; 
but his poverty, his not rcliding at the 
place, and efpecially his not being able to 
provide better accommodations for his wife, 
2X the time of her delivery, than the ftable 
of an inn there^ make this highly impro- 
bable. Befides this, is it to be fuppofed 
that a man who had eftates in different parts 
of a country, ihould be obliged to attend 
at them all, in order to give in an account 
of them, which this conjeflure implies ? 
Can this be fhewn to have been done by 
the Romans themfelves ? 

But, admitting that Jofeph, as the pro- 
prietor of an eftate at Bethlehem, fhould 
have been obliged to take a journey of three 
days to attend the cenfus there, what obli- 
gation could there have been upon Mary, 
a woman big with child, and fo near the 
time of her delivery, to take fuch a. jour- 
ney? Women, in all circumftances, were 
excufed from attending the three great reli- 
gious feftivals at Jerufalem, though many 

^ of 



L 



Ch Ai'. XX. Miraculous Conception. 13 1 

cJf them went thither from choice. But 
rio tyranny can be fuppofed to have been fo 
extreme as to compel poor women, in fuch 
critical circumftances, to expofe themfclves 
to fuch hazard, merely to gratify the ca- 
' price of a governor. Befides, as this was 
the firft cenfus that was taken in the coun- 
try, arid was fure to be of itfelf highly un- 
popular, meafures would, no doubt, be ta- 
ken to make it as little burthenfome as 
poffible. Dr Lardner fays (p. 608.) that both 
Jofeph and Mary might go to Bethlehem 
for reafons that are unknown to us. But it 
muft have been a very urgent reafon indeed, 
that cbuld carry a woman fo near her time 
of delivery to a place at the diftarice of three 
days journey, when the bufinefs to be done 
there could not require the refidence of a 
fingle day. 

^ It will be faid that this was fo ordered 
by divine providence, that Jefus might be 
a native of Bethlehem. But God, who 
orders all things, generally makes ufe of 
natural means, and therefore, we are not to 
fuppofe that Mary was brought to Bethle- 

K z hem 
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hem by means of a cenfus, fo improbably 
impofed, and carried into execution, as this 
muft have been, when the fame end might 
have been accompliihed in a much more 
natural way. 

It may be faid that Mary's being de- 
livered in fo crouded a place as Bethle-^ 
hem muft have been on that occafion, 
would be the means of making the birth 
of Jefus more noticed, efpecially by the 
help of the vifion of angels to the (hepherds 
in that neighbourhood, and the vifit of the 
wife men from the Eaft. But befides the 
many improbabilities attending each of 
thefe ftories (or indeed that of one place 
being more crouded than another, in con-^ 
fequence of all the people in the country 
going to be enrolled in their own cities) a 
much greater end, which we certainly know 
to have been a meafure of divine providence, 
and a great objeft of the policy, as we may 
fay, of Jefus when he came into public life, 
was fure to be defeated by it ; and this was 
his Meffiahfhip not being known till his 
miraculous works fliould declare it. 

I A child 
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A child whofe miraculous birth was fo 
circumftanced as that of Jcfus is faid to have 
been, would never have been kept out of 
public view afterwards. The nation would 
have undertaken the guardianlhip of their 
young Meffiah^ and from that time the reiga 
of Herod, who was univerfally hated, would, 
in all probability, have been at an end. A 
regency might have been appointed, but 
he would not have been included in it. 

It may be faid, that the power or policy 
of Herod might have prevented this. But 
power is always founded upon opinion; 
and if it be confidered what expedtation« 
^c Jews had from their MeJJiah^ and with 
what eagernefs they never failed to crowd to 
the ftandard of every man who pretended to 
that chara<3:er, we cannot doubt but that 
the people (Herod's own guards, if they 
were Je,ws, included) would, to a man, have 
worfhipped fo great a rifing fun. Indeed, 
no government could have been fo well 
cftabliflied in that country, as not to have 
been in great danger of being overturned ia 
(iich circumftances. 

K3 A$ 
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As there is no evidence of Jefus having 
been born at Bethlehem, befides what is 
derived from the introductions to the gof- 
pels of Matthew and Luke, thofe who do 
not admit their authority muft conclude 
that he was born at Nazareth. Indeed his 

■ 

being fo generally called Je/us o/NazaretA, 
is a proof that, in the opinion of thofe who 
gave him that appellation, he was a native 
of that place. Had his difciples, in parti-i 
cular, really believed that he was born at 
Bethlehem, the native place of David, its 
being fo much more reputable a place than 
Nazareth, and its bearing fuch a relation to 
David, whofe defcendant the Meffiah was 
fuppofed to be, would, no doubt, have de- 
termined them to denominate him from 
thence. It would have been taking a na- 
tural and fair method of removing one great 
odium under which their mafter lay. 

I would farther obferve that, it may per- 
haps be inferred from John ii. 12. that 
Jefus -s mother and the whole family re- 
moved from Nazareth to Capernaum, after 
his firft miracle of changing wate^ into 

wine, 
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wine. If, therefore Nazareth was not the 
place of his nativity, there was no reafoti 
why the difciples of Jefus (hould not have 
denominated him from Capernaum, rather 
than from Nazareth. According to the com- 
mon hypothefis, he had only refided at ei- 
ther of the two places ; and though he had 
not lived fo long at Capernaum, yet it was 
the lajl refidence that he had, and that 
from which he came forth into public life ; 
and it was by much the more reputable 
place of the two. I, therefore, fee no reafon 
for Chrift being ftiled "Jefus of Nazareth^ 
by himfelf and his difciples, but that it 
was confidered as the place of his nativity^ 
It appears from Athanafius to have been 
the opinion of Paul us Samofatenfis, and there* 
fore probably, that of the generality of the 
unitarians of the early ages, that Chrift was 
born at Nazareth ; which, as I have obferv- 
ed, is inconfiftent with their paying any 
regard to the introduftions of either Mat- 
thew or Luke's gofpel, or indeed with 
their belief of the miraculous conception, 

■ K4. ■ ■ for 
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for which no authority c»n be pleaded be- 
fides that of thofe introdudtipn^^ though it 
is aiTertedj, that they beliQved that doiftrinCf 
^* Say then/' fays Athanafiua, '* how 4o 
** you fay that God was born at Nazarethi^ 
** teaching that his deity began with his 
** birth, according to Paulus Samofatpnfis V* 
And again, *' Say then, how do you fup- 
** pofe that God was born at Nazareth % 
*' finqe all the heretics are ufed to fay this, 
** as Paul of Samofaja, who cpnfefles that 
** God was born of a virgin, that he firft 
** appeared at Na^argth, and that bis being 
** commenced there+Z' 

Matthew, indeed, fupppfes that, accord* 
ing to a prophecy of Micah (chap. v. 2.) 
the Meiliah was to be born at Bethlehem. 
But this is no neceflary inference from the 

* Ei«:a7g Toivyv, «ar«5 Xcycle Sew &i Naiiot(el ysyfWKjSai, TJijSg^ 
7r3oj «5 agxnv ysna-w^ ontay\k»jav\t(; fcala lUuJ^ov tov ^ofMO'alia, 
De Adventu Chrifli, Opera, vol. i, p. 637. 

vug VTTOfiecog tw af%w e^^gnwlfls. Ibid. 
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the paffage. The meaning of it feems to 
be, that Bethlehem, though a town of no 
great confideration on other accounts^ was 
honoured by giving birth to David, whofe 
pofterity would make fo great a figure in 
the Jewifh hiftory, efpecially by giving to 
(he nation their future great deliverer. 
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SECTION VII. 

Suppofed Allufions to the Miraculous Con-- 
caption in the Scriptures. 

T T 7 H E N once it is taken for granted 
VV that any religious tenet is true, it 
is remarkable how readily the proof of it 
is found in the fcriptures. Examples of 
this muft have occurred to every perfon of 
refledtion; and as they are not without 
their ufe, in teaching us caution, I fhall 
fhew in what manner the Fathers proved 
the dodrine of the miraculous conception 
from the old Teftament ; where it is, how- 
ever, certain that no Jew ever learned to 
expedk fuch a thing. When arguments fail, 
imagination has often been able to dif- 
cover a type^ and this has often given as 
much fatisfadion as any reafon whatever, 
I (hall take the paflages in which this doc- 
trine has been alluded to, nearly in their 

order* 
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Jrensus fays, that ** Mofes's rod, being 
incarnate in a ferpent, was a type of 
Chrift being produced by the aid of the 
^ < Spirit only, and that he was not the fon 

*^pf Jofeph*/' 

The paflage in the prophecy pf Jacob, 
concerning Judah, Gen. Ixix* 9. which we 
reader Jram the prey ^ ^y fon^ tbou art gone 
tfpy is in the Seventy, a &>^th from the bud^ 
This Epiphanius applies to Chrift, and fays 
that it is a reference to the miraculous 
conception^ b?<;aufe it is not « cm^yuiif^i from 
tkefeed -f^. 

^* Chrift," fays Jerpm, *^ is called both a. 
** worm and a man i a worm, as the pro- 
** phet fays. Fear riot thou worm Jacob ; 

♦ Propter hoc autem ct Moyfes oftendens typum, pro- 
jecit virgam in terrain, ut ea incarnata omnem £g}rptip« 
xum praevaricationem, quae infurgebat adverfus dei difpo- 
fitionem, argueret et abforberet : et ut ipfi ^gyptii teilifi- 
carentur, quoniam digitus eft dei, qui falutem operatur 
populo, et non Jofeph (ilius. Lib. 3. c. 29. p. 258. 

^. H 3k T8 xf <rH yvm^\% naia fu^tv fAst ex ywamoq modern 
Maf(a^T)fv s7^d(ySfft>^0'iy soxnxffi neoi^ puca it Htuf^n coco rm 
xcQa^mv ai&fwtASh OMohiAiai ' ug xai laxotS 'srepi ouIh Xsysi, e» 
P^iom wi fAH coftSng^ mm w umv en ff7reffjtoS&' cev^ng. Hxr. 30. 
Opera, vol. I. p. 156. 
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^* and a man, becaufe he is born of Mary. 
** His nativity rcfembles a worm that is 
** bred in wood, which has no father, but 
•• only a mother*/* Jcrom is not the only 
writer in whom I have found this obferva^ 
tion. Eufebius gives three reafons why 
the Mefliah is called a worm^ and not a man, 
in his Commentary on Pf. xxi. 6. the fc- 
cond of which is, that he was not produced 
Jike men, from the conjundlion of male 
and female -f • A ray of good fenfe, how* 
ever, appears in Theodoret, on this fubjcft, 
as well as on many others. He fays, tha( 
*' by a worm and no many nothing was 

+ Chriftus et vermis dicitur, et homo. Vermis, ut iait 
propheta : Noli timere vermis Jacob. Et homo, quia ex 
Maria natus adimilatur fua nativitas vermi, quia vermis 
qui in ligno nafcitur, non habet patrem nifi matrem. £t 
Chriftus ex Maria eft natus abfque coitu viri. In Pf. xxi« 
Opera, vol. 7. p. 24. 

f K^ oX^o)^ ^ av eiTToii <nL^>ma avlov ovofiaa^cu at hxc avd^M- 
TToVi 3ifl6 TO pm ofAOici}^ avS^w^Oif , etc auvatna^ a^^svog kai ^Mia^ mf 
fm cafMOi ymcriv EO'x.fVCBvai, — Ila^iswiv^i axala ^vtrw^ aSe o^iAWftjj 
Tttf "komoii avacTiv av9^'7ro<j, aSe toi; y^iiroiq ionig isa^a'7rM(Tiaii% 
TQig ti a^^Bvo^ HOI ^yif^uxg crmroLfizvoig - uai ra tva aula ysvsaeag 
cwSt>^tlo . €ixtv h T( 'Ohsta tsoi^ tw Komt fvjiv, Montfau- 
con's Colledio, vol. i. p» 81. 

** meant 
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•' meant but the meannefs of David/' la 
Pf. xxi. Opera, vol. i. p. 477. 

^bou bide ft me in my motber's womir. V{^ 
cxxxix. 13. is, by Eufebius, applied to 
Chrifti ** whofe miraculous conception was 
** hid from the world *.'* 

" The bridegroom proceeding from bis 
** chamber*^ fays Jerom, ** means from the 
•* virgin's womb '^." 

David fays, Pf. cxxxix. 16. In tby book all 
my members were written. This book, fays 
Epiphanius, is the virgin's womb J. 

In the fong of Solomon, mention is made 
of a garden that was clofed, chap, iv, 12. 
This many of the Fathers fay muft mean 
the virgin's womb, particularly Ambrofe |j. 

But the capital argument in proof of 
the miraculous conception from the Old 

* E^ii xdb Tw iff^oSInf ov^Xn+iir av mcO^v to xaIx yar^og sm- 

Tn( oyio; 'arofScvs <Tu70<i/t^q, Demonltratio, lib. 20. p. 499* 
-f- £t quomodo unquam fponfus procedens de thalamo 
luo, id eft> virginaK utero. In Marc. cap. x . Opera, vol.6. 
^ p.69. 

J Haer. 30. Opera, vol. i. p. 156. 
H Hortus claufus eft virgo. De Inftltut. Virginis, cap. 
9* Opera^ vol. 4. p. 424. 

Teftament, 
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Teftament, is drawn from If. vii. 14, in 
which it is faid, a virgin Jhall conceive and 
bear a fon^ &c. but if the prophecy be 
more narrowly infpefted, it will be found to 
teach no fuch dodtrine. The country of 
Judah having been threatened with an inva* 
fion from the kings of Ifrael and Syria, 
Ifaiah aflures Ahaz, that in a fhort time he 
fhould be delivered from all apprehenfion of 
danger from that quarter^ even before a 
child then conceived, or foon to be con- 
ceived, ihould be of a:ge, to diftinguifh 
good from evil. Behold a virgin conccivetb 
and bearetb a fon^ and Jhe Jhall call his name 
ImmanueL Butter and honey Jhall he eat, when 
be Jhall know to refufe the evil, and chufe the 
good. For before this child Jhall know to 
refufe the evil, and to chufe the good, the land 
Jhall become defolate by whofe two kings thou 
art diftrejfed. Bp. Lowth's Tranflation. 

It is evident, from the circumftances of • 
the hiftory, that the prophecy related to an 
event near at hand, and that it had its com- 
plete accomplifhment when the country 
was delivered from the two kings who then 

threatened 
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threatened it with an invafion ; and it is not 
pretended that any woman at that time had 
a child without a man. It is the quotation 
of this prophecy, and the application of it 
to the miraculous conception of Chrift, in 
the introduction to the gofpcl of Matthew, 
ch. i. 22. that has made chriftian divines 
imagine that they were under a nccefSty of 
defending the common interpretation. But 
the difficulty of defending it makes a very 
ftrong objeftion to the authenticity of that 
introdu&ion. 

All the orthodox Fathers maintained, 
that the word in the Hebrew rxdyif fignifies 
a proper virgin, and among the reft Origen 
contends for this. In Celfum. lib. 1. p. 27. 
But the jews, and Symmachus the Ebio- 
nite, who were certainly better judges than 
either the Greek or Latin Fathers, fay, that 
it often fignifies zyoung woman only. Irenseus 
fays, that ** Theodotion of Ephcfus, and 
"* Aquila of Pontus, both.Jewifli profelites, 
** tranflate it a young woman Jhall bear a 
** child : and that the Ebionites followed 

•* them. 
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'• them, believing Jefus to be the fon of 
« Jofeph *r 

EuTebius has fomething curious in his 
explanation of this prophecy. He thought 
that the child by the prophetefs was the 
fame with the child Immanuel ; but think-* 
ing the Holy Spirit to be the fpeaker in 
the delivery of the prophecy, he explains 
his going in to the prophetes, by the en-* 
trance of the Holy Spirit into the vir- 
gin +• 

Chryfoftom fays, that when Ifaiah fpeakt 
of Chrift as a root out of a dry ground, 

I3tf ti vscaiig £y yar^i sled tcca Te^Hcu viov^ a; OeoMuov ngfinviuffsif 

Lib. 3. cap. 24. p. 253. 

rtiiicu iffoy, avoTxcaeog i^i tv tjo^ovlog^ nsoig av yvfoiio nOo iix^afm 
avlog Hvpiog^ T^syav^ xai v^ooTi^^ov 'apoq rnv m^'nliv * afli tk, eym ' 
aulog nspo<Tt>AV90fjM. m zr^o^i^i . rspo^iv ya^ ovofjiaiei tw tov Eft* 
fAoywi^ re^ofjLEvnv, 9ux ro 'svsvf/alog ayta fjislcxcrxsiv xoila rov pvravla 
mpog oJhv ' tnwyLa offiav tirty^zv^Hau sfrt as^ kcu d'wafjug t^lwrv stti^ 
€xisiffu^9i. In If, 8.3. Montfaucon'scolledio, vol. 2. p*384. 

dry 
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the dry ground means the virgin's womb *. 
But this is not the only pafTage in Ifaiah 
that has been thought to refer to the mira- 
sulcus conception. Epiphanius imagined, 
that when an order was given to the pro- 
phet, ch. viii. 1. to take a great rol/y^s we 
rendei^it, and which he fuppofed to be a 
iheet of 6/ank paper j on which nothing was 
written, it was a type of the virgin*s wombf. 
In If. xxix. II. mention is made of a 
Jealed booh^ given to a man who was ac- 
quainted with letters, who fzySy I cannot read 
it ^ for it is Jealed. '* This fealed book/' 
fays Gregentius, ** is the virgin Mary, and 
*' the man who was acquainted with letters 
*• is Jofeph, who had been married, and had 
•* children by a former wife J/' 

* ILotk SBp®" vahiv iiiofjiev aJlo¥ a; vcuiiiv ag ft^av tv ym ii* 
s^uffn . Tnv dk ^i4^a<Tav tysv fjoHgav ?^£i rnv 'srap^Ewcmf iiaro fdn 
hioffdca o^^ffAa oof^puTTSj /jLnh a-uvn^ias oTTcy Mjcrai^ oTM x<^f<; 
yofiwaulovTSKm. In Matt. xxvi. 39. vol. 5. p. 132, 

+ Haer. 30. Opera, vol. i. p. 156. 

X Km ayio;, Mn Co7^ki(b * a yap sx ^TreffAoSo^ lu^nff u^ av 
vQfjaiitif aOT^ BH wfEOfjuHo^ cpytn yeyewnlM • TisXaMKS ydtf 'Srm aJIs 
^fopniti;^ Kctt VTro^eutwciJV olt ax £^Sap} isapa m I^o^ » vopScvoCi 
Toik pncTi '. io^vvTiiM TO sff^fayifffJLivov 0i6}aov av^pi £iio!i ypaiA;/udct 

— Ti TO piC>aov sfffpayta-fAsvov oxx n n vaf^ivos kJ ^dhnogi p^o 
Vol. IV. L rthjoj 
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Ifaiah, in a remarkable prophecy con- 
cerning Chrift, ch. liii. 8. fays, JVbo Jhall 
declare bis generation. The true meaning 
of this paflage it is not eafy to underftanS, 
and the beft critics are by no means agreed 
about iL But Juflin Martyr thought that 
it fignified that '* Chrift fhould not be of 

•^the feed of man *.'" 

There is one more paflage in Ifaiah, 

Tvhich Epiphanius imagined to refer to the 
miraculous birth of Chrift, and that is 
chap. Ixvi. 7. Before Jhe travelled Jloe brought 
forth I before be r pains came^ floe was delivered 
of a man child \. For all the ancients be- 
lieved that Mary was delivered without 
pain, the delivery itfelf having been proper- 
ly miraculous. They always compared it 
to Chrift's coming into a room, after his rc- 
furredtion, when the door was fhut %. 

cmp y Ift)(rn^ tbkIcov . Tt 3fi ols j^ y^afjLfjLaHi eihli ; r^ in yofw ev 
a>^nywouxi 'mpoaofjuT^YKTodft e^ n yuvam ^ rsKva eKEKlyilo. Dialogus. 
p. 45- 

* Kaya 'ssa}siv vfjuav av raula aXij^w; a-uv^i^UfjLBvavj kou t« hoyji 
>^syOvl&' mv yevtav aula ri^ ^nryYiaslai^ hk uSVi hm voitv ofeiXsle oli 
ax en y£v«j avO^uTra (rTrspfjux ; Dial. p. 284. 

t Haer. 30. Opera, vol. i. p. 144. 

X Seejoannis Gcometrae Hymnum in Virginem Deipa- 
ram Bib. Pat. vol. 8. p. 437. 

This 
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This whimfical notion of Chrift coming 
out' of the virgin without any change in 
her,' was derived from the Gnoftics, and, 
like fcveral other opinions of theirs, was 
afterwards adopted by the catholics. Beau- 
fobre fays, it was borrowed from the Prote- 
vangelion, quoted by Clemens Alexandria 
nus ♦. Auftin, in anfwer to a Manichean, 
who thought it degrading to Chrift to pafs 
through a woman at all, compares this paf- 
fage to a ray of light through glafs 'f. 
He calls Mary ** a virgin before tHe birth, 
** in the birth, and after the bitth %.'* 

1 heodoret fays, 'tm tSoL^^tvmtif iavw a td <3rv>}^zi hu^aiiy 

umrmmru^fmiai. Opera, vol. 5. p. 20. " A 
*• virgin,'* fays Petrus Chryfologus, *' con- 
*• ceives, a virgin brings forth, and re-* 
** mains a virgin § ;" and Proclus fays, the 

* Hiftoire de Manicheifmc, vol. i. p. 362. 
t Ibid. vol. 2. p. 525- 

X Nifi quia Maria virgo ante partum, virgo in partu, 
virgopoft partum. Serm. 14. Opera, vol. 10. p^ 598. 

§ Virgo concipit, virgo parturit, virgo permanet. Pe- 
tri Chryfolpgr, Scr. 117. p. 352. 

L. 2 " babe 
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•• babe left the womb, leaving the gates iin- 

** hurt */' Laftly, John the Geometrician, 
in his poem on the Virgin Mary, fays, that 
(he was delivered without pain +. 

It was fo much taken for granted, that 
Mary remained a proper virgin after the 
birth of Jefus, that it was ufed as an argu- 
ment againft Photinus, by Theodotus, bif^ 
hop of Ancyra, at the council of Ephefui. 
A mere man> he faid, was never born in 
that way J. * 

Of this Ambrofe interpretes what E?c- 
kel fays, ch. xliv. 2. of a gate in th^ 
temple, which he iaw in vifion, concern- 
ing which it is faid. It Jhall be Jhut, becaufe 

* E^ixSf Vap TO jS^Ef ©•, nax ajespami t8j HOiiavag tij; yarpo^ 
a^ePuTEv. Horn, in Nativitatem Domini, p. i50, 

f Uocp^EVYi 'axnif KOLfjLc&oy (jLTilsp avEU o5i/v)jj. Bib. Pat. vol. 8. 
Ed. Paris, p. 437. 

Kpym ^EH sivoa toiwv, -^ tov eh fioSpa^ *mpoz>^oS\a^ av^^w^rov woIi^Hm 
itnpri/xsvov Sta* >£yel6) fMi wv, 'aug ^ua-t; av^^prnwi ^lafx-ni^oci 'srap^e* 
wmg TiH.ofAivvi^ rnv vap^ioof Tr.i fMilpa^ ff (/Xa|£v a^^afov ', a^EVOi 
yap a:Sfft>/T« fim^, wcrp^Ev©" /ixfftsvnxev. Binnii Concilia, 

vol. I. pC. 2. p. 390. 

the 
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the Lord God of I/rael has entered in iy it •• 
He alfo proves it from the prophecy con- 
cerning Immanuel, in Ifaiah, ch. vii. faying 
that, according to that prophecy, Mary was 
to bring forth r as well as to conceive, while 
(he wasr a virgin 'f. 

Irensus fays, that ^* it was with a view 
**, to the virgin's conception, that Daniel 
" fpake of Chrifl as a ftone ciit out of 
** the mountain without hands, or the 
** hands of man ; not Jofeph, but Mary 
** only, being concerned in it J/* The 

* Et infra dicit propheja vidiffe fe in montc alto nimb 
2edi&cationem\civitatis, cujusportae prurims fignificantur, 
tinatamen claufa defcribitur, de qua (ic ait. Porta igitur 
Maria, per quam Chriftus intravit in hunc mundum, 
quando virginal! fufus eft partu, et genitalia virginitatis 
clauflra non folvit. De Inftitutione Virginis, c, 7. Opera, 
vol. 4. p. 423. 

t Ecce virgoin utero accipiet, et pariet filium. Non 
enim concepturam tantummodo virginem, fed et paritu- 
ram, virgincm dixit. Epjft* lib. 1.7. Opera, vol. 4. 
p. 186. 

% Propter hoc autem et Daniel praevidens ejus adven- 
tuifi, kpiderfi fine manibus abfciflum advenifle in hunc 
mundum. Non operante in eum Jofeph, fed fola Maria 
co'Operante difpofitioni. Lib. 3. cap. 28. p. 258. 

L 2 fame 
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fame obfervatioh is made by Cofmas Indi« 
copleufles *. 

With refpeft to the New Teftamcnt, tho 
only argument for the miraculous concep- 
tion brought from it is, the hiftory of it 
by Matthew and Luke ? except that Paul's 
faying, that Chrift came made of a woman, 
was interpreted by Cyril of Jerufalem, of 
Chrift " not coming by mauj but by woman 
•* only ^." This I have explained before. 

^ Sjou ivlav^a yap ccn^v x^^^ow etsrev ' iva «^, avt:^ CTttffuS^ 
oi^. Lib. 2. de Mundo, Montfaucon's CoUedio, vol. 2» 
p. 145. 

f 'E4pifjrsret>^e yap ^eo$ rov iHcv ath^ fna-tv Ilau}<og^ 9 ybb* 
fceyov e| avipog )^ ywaucog-t a)0\a^y£vofiBVOv oc yt/vaiKog ftovoyn Ts? ffif 
£» 'mof^tva. Cat. 12. Opera, p. 16,5, 
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SECTION VIII. 

ObjeSHons to the Miraculous Conception by the 
ancient Unbelievers; and the Anfwers of the 
Chrijiran Fathers to them. 

IT may well ht imagined, that fuch a hif- 
tory as that of the miraculous concep- 
tion would* not efcape the ridicule of unbe- 
lievers. It is a mit^acle of fuch a nature^ as 
was not likely to gain credit without very 
circumftantial evidence, which is not pre- 
tended to in the cafe; and, therefore, it 
was lefs in the power of chriftians to 
make out a defence of it. The dodtrine of 
the refurrediion was alfo expofed to ridi- 
cule I but then the chriftian had to reply, 
that the evidence of a thing of fo extraordi- 
nary a nature was proportionably full and 
clear. Our Saviour's own death and refur- 
re&ion were fo circumftanccd with refpedt 
to the notoriety of the fa<St in the one 

L 4 cafe, 
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cafe, and the number and choice of wit-^ 
iieffes in the other, that the hiftory may 
defy all ridicule, and the importance of the 
objeSl made all the precautions proper. 

On the other hand, the pretended cir- 
cumftances of the birth of Chrift, though 
no lefs extraordinary, and naturally as in- 
credible as thofe of his refurredlion, arc to- 
tally deftitute of all fimilar evidence ; not 
one perfon who is faid to have been a wit- 
nefs of the fa&, having borne his teftimony 
to it. A miraculous birth is, indeed, a fad 
of fuch a kind, as muil be peculiarly di0i- 
cult to prove ^ and on this account it was a 
kind of miracle that was not likely to be 
f:hofen by infinite wifdom. 

We hear of no objedion being made to 
the miraculous conception in the book of 
Adts, which, as I have obferved, is almoft a 
proof that the pretenfion to it had not been 
made in the age of the apoftles 5 for wc 
find that, as foon as it was believed by any 
chriAians, it was objedled to by unbelievers, 
and that chriftianity fujfFered not a little on 
this account, both from Jews and heathens. 

Trypho^ 
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Trj^ho, in Juftin Martyr's dialogue, was 
much offended at this dod:rine, and thought 
it would be extremely unacceptable to his 
• countrymen. Had the dialogue been writ- 
ten by a Jew, and not by a chriftian, the 
cenfure would probably have been expreiTed 
in dill ftronger terms. 

According to Origen, Celfus introduced 
a Jew ^* difcourfing with Jefus, and re- 
** proaching him on many accounts, but 
** cfpccially as pretending to be born of a 
*^ virgin*." He makes the Jew fay that 
^' the mother of Jefus was difmifled by her 
** hufband, the carpenter, on account of 
*^ adultery, and being with child by a fol- 
•* dier, called Panthera-f-;" an idle ftory^ 
which is told at full length in a Jewifh 
traft, entitled Toldos Jefcbu. 

Accounts of the obje<ftions of the Jews 
to the miraculous conception are without 
end. ** Tell the Jew/' fays Ifidore Pelu- 
fiota, ^^ who difputes about the divine in- 

fHirn oAi Tw iM nof^ivH ysvtffiv. CoQ. Celfum. lib. i. p. 22. 
t Ibid. lib. I. p. 25. 

* 3 ^* carnation. 
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*' carnation, and fays it is impoffiblc in 
'* human nature "to bring forth without 
*' marriage, &c *." *' The Greeks and 
^ Jews/' fays Cyril of Jerufalem, ** infift 
** upon It, that it is impoflible that Chrift 
** flhould be born of a virgin +.'* '* Many/* 
fays he, *' contradict, and fay, what fo great 
. ** caufe was there that God (hould defcend 
" and become man ; and if it be ppflible for 
** the nature of God to become man, how 
** could a virgin have a child without a 
** man J." On account of the infidel Jews," 
{ays Proclus, " I will interrogate the vir- 
" gin. Tell me, O virgin, what made thee 
** a mother before marriage § ?" 

^Bugn *^ ^erov7^ oli aiuvciiov in <pv<TU av^^iiTreia itx^ awisaiai f^ 
ffTTt^fAolog T€Hsiv. Epift. lib. I. Opera, p. 43. 

f AWuf ^laffv^aatv lyjiai cX^wej re Kai laSbio^ xai (fouTiv^ 6li aJy- 
iolov r\v Tov Xf^rov tK ^o^^zvh yewYi^ca. Cat, 12. p. 1 62. 

X AMa av7iX£yKcri 'zaroAAot, xat Xeyacrf, ti toatilov w aSiov^ are 
hiov iig ov^^u'TroiTila Haic£mou * kcu u o>Mig ^eh fvffi; £nv ovBgaTroLg 
wuvavar^ifiiv ' kcu u ^walov en vag^evov TBttBtv aveu av^^og. Ibid. 
p. 150. 

^ Gzha 3c 3i« T«f aTTirag laSitwf, uai rov 'tsa^^Bvov B^ulncau . «7rf 
^ 'srrtf^fvf, TI (7£ fjLils^a -zTfo twv y(3fjbi«v sTroms, Horn, in Na* 
tivitatem Domini, p. 152. 

1 This 
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This was a circumftance relating to 
chriftianity that did not pfcape the vigi- 
lance of Julian. Speaking of the prophecy 
of Jacob concerning Shiloh, he fays, " This 
•• has nothing to do with Jefus, for he is 
*' not of Judah ; for, according to you, he 
^' was not defcended from Jofeph, but was 
•* of the Holy Spirit ; and it is the genea- 
^ logy of Jofeph that you carry up to Ju- 
*• dah. And even this you do not make out 
'* well ; for Matthew and Luke contradidk 
^* one another *.'• 

Let us now fee what the chriftian Fathers 
have faid in order to leflen the difficulty 
attending the dodlrine of the miraculous 
conception. Origen fays, ** the Greeks 
** who will not believe that Jefus was born 
^' of a virgin, muft be told that the maker 
** of all things, in the formation of feveral 

laid (wuf yof o ko& Ufxag Hfc e| Iwrnpt a>j! e| ctytH wfsufxal®' yum 
yovojg) Tov Ifaffv^ ymoOsioyavlEg st; rov hHav avafsfile^ km h& t^ 
tii/wMs ^>a<rai xctKug. EKsy^ovlexi ya^ Mal^aiog km Awa^ vi^ 
TUf ysveay^iotioujlit itafuvavleg ^^og aO^>^* Cyril, coiitra Jul.' 
lib. 8. Juliani Opera, voL ?. p. 253* 

^^ animals. 
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^' animals^, has (hewn that what he has done 
** with refpefl: to fome, he might have done 
" in others, and even in man. For among 
«* the animals fome females have no com- 
•* mefce with males, which naturalifts fay 
** is the cafe with vultures, which are pro* 
•* pagated without it. How then is it ex- 
*« traordinary, if God, intending to fend a 
^* divine meffenger to mankind, inftead of 
^* the ufual mode of generation, by the 
** commerce of man with woman, fhould 
*' employ another method */' He pro* 
ceeds to mention Gretian fables^ in which 
fomething of a fimilar nature was fuppofed 
to have taken place. 

Ruffinus, to make it appear lefs incre- 
dible, fays, " the Phcrnix is reproduced 

lu^, oil h)fMis^&'^ $v rv\ rav -EroiXi^wv ^uanf yevscEi^ fJejIsv, clt nv 
eojlo 0»X»^£v7i imaHov 'sjoiyicm^ otc^ e^ £vo; fois^ xai e^r a>M)v<t uai 
tTt auim Tftjv av^p«^»y. Ev^KTftilai 3e Tiva tojv Zauv SijXea, fjon 
4xcvla a^^rnfOf Kowsonav^ tog 01 'SK^i icom avay^a^^avlsg y^eyaai 'tje^i 
yvTTuv ' xai rtilo to C&wv xw^ij fjuieag auZii rnv Sia5bx>JV tcov ytvm. 
»Ti »l> iraf«3b|ov, u ^TiY&ag ^eog ^etov rtvx SiSa(rxaAov laefii^ei ra 
yevei 7cav avh^amuv, ^eTToinxev^ avli (TTre^fjialMH Xoya, rs en fju^w; 
Tfljv a^^ivcov raig ywat^i ['zaroina'ai] aM« t^octw y£V£a^M tov ^oyov 

'^ without 
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** without a male, and without the con- 
«* jun<ftion of the fexes *.'* " If fome ani- 
«* mals/' fays Lad:antius, ** as is well 
** known to all, conceive by the wind, why 
** fhould any perfon think it wonderful 
** that the virgin fhould be with child by 
'* the breath of God, to whom it is eafy to 
♦* do whatever he pleafes -f ?*' *' That the 
** miraculous conception fhould not appear 
«* altogether incredible,'' fays Bafil (almoft 
copying Origen) " even to thofe who do 
•* not readily apprehend what relates to the 
•' divine ceconomy, Ood has made fome 
** animals produce their young by the help 

* Et tamen quid mirum videtur, fi virgo conceperit, cum 
orienti3 avem queni Phsenicem vocant, in tantum fine con- 
juge nafci vel renafci conftec, ut Temper una fit, et femper 
iibi ipfi nafcendo vel renafcendo fuccedat ? Apes certe nef- 
cire conjugia, nee fcetus nixibus edere, omnibus palum 
eft, fed et alia nonnulla deprehenduntur fub hujufcemodi 
forte nafcendi. In Symb. Opera, p. 176. 

f Quod fi animalia quxdam vento, aut aura concipcre 
folere, omnibus notum eft ; cur quifquam mirum putet, 
cum fpiritu dci, cui facile eft quicquid velit ; gravata^i efle 
virginem dicimus ? Inftit. lib. 4. fed. J2* Opera, p. 383^ 

«* of 
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** of the female only, without the ufc of the 
** male, which natur^lifts fay is the cafe 
^* with the vulture */' 

** What is the reafon/' fays Chryfoftom, 
** why, when you fee a virgin bring forth 
•* our common Lord, you do not believe it. 
•* Exercife your underftanding wjth refpeiS 
*^ to women who were barren ; that when 
** you fee the womb that was faft clofed, 
•• opened by the grace of God, you may 
•* not wonder when you hear that a virgin 
"has brought forth. Wonder, indeed, 
*^ aftd be aftonifhed, but do not difbelieve 
•* the miracle. When a Jew then fays to 
** you, How can a virgin bring forthj afk 
•* him how can a woman that is barren and 
** old have a child* Here are two impedi-* 
** ments, age and infirmity, but with refpefl: 
** to the virgin there is only one impedi- 
*• ment, viz. that fhe is not married. Let 

T«y ^(Ofijv ififMn^o^ ^uvafjLEva (tiro piova ts ^>j^£oj, %^f '$ '"75 '^^^ ^P*^ 
ftvm «9rj^r^o«nji aTfolihlEiv . loiaJJoc yao irociiai tsm yvTrcov^ ot ra 
oMft ioiav 7r^ocyfMilewaiJLivoi» la If, 7. Opera, vol. 2. p. 186. 

«c the 
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" the barren then prepare the way for the 
** virgin*/' 

Auftin fays> *' If the miraculous con- 
** ception be thought incredible becaufe it 
** happened but once, other things like- 
** wife have happened but once/' and thus 
he thought the objeftion anfwered-f-. 

But the beft anfwer of all, is that which 
is given by Cyril of Jerufalem. *' The 
•* Jews contradict, and will not be per- 

* 

* Tij «y cnv u ouiia ; iva okv iJiij tw wof Sewv rixtwav ro9 moivc^ 
fifABw ieJTTolnv^ ysn amrnffvig . yufdva^rov an eilau^a tw 3<avo<ay, ^mifx 

*sr^g vrouiinroiiav aywyofABvtiv ex t>i( t8 Sea X'^^^y f^ ^avfjiwmg 
matuv iSk *aa^e9og Hsks . /luc^xov h ^avfAoo'ov kou EK7r>ayY&i^ a>}^ 
fm cartmaTis ru ^aufjuxli . oiavav Aevyi 'Sf^og at o hiibuog^ *sntg4i&tgtMi 
^a^^tifoq • »7E 'arpo^ auiovt 'aug bIsmsv i} fsi^a xca ysyitpaxuia'y 3i/0. 
7^ xaXufiala role >}y, to, re oo^^ov m; Ti>4juagi hcu to ax^yirov rnf . 
f^jcrsag * tm h mg 'SFa^^eva ev xa>jj/jia nVt to /ah /(Ae7^o'X£iy ouyTw 
yofjus . v^db^otei TOiviv t» •'sra^eva rj rtifa. In Gen« Hon}i^_ 
49. Opera, vol. 2. p. 684. 

t Quod fi propterea non creditur quia femel faSum eft, 
quaere ^b amico quern hoc adhuc movet, utrum nthi] invi- 
niatur in Uteris fecularibus quod et femel faftum eft ec 
tamen creditum, non iabulofa vanitate, fed ficut exiftimant 
hiftorica fide. Quaere obfecro te. Si enim tale aliquid 
in illis Uteris inveniri negaverit, admonendus eft, fi autem 
fafllis fuerit, fuluta qiiseftio eft. Epift. 7. Opera, vol. 2« 

*• fuadcd 
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•* fuaded by what we fay concerning the 
** rod** [If. vii. 3.] *' unlefs examples be 
^' brought to them of births equally ftrange, 
«• and contrary to nature. I, therefore, 
•* queflion them in this manner. Of whom' 
<* was Eve generated from the beginning ? 
** What mother conceived her, who had no 
•' mother ; for the fcripture fays, that flie 
•^ was produced from the fide of Adam ? 
** Was Eve, therefore, produced from the 
** fide of a male without a mother, and 
•* cannot a child be generated from a vir- 
" gin's womb without a man * ?" To 
the fame purpofe Petrus Chryfologus fays, 
•* How can it be wonderful that he fhould 
** inhabit a virgin's womb, who himfeif 
*' niade woman from »the fide of a man. 
** He took a man from the womb of a 
" woman who formed a virgin from the 

yotgy eav ixn o/jloiqiq 'sra^aSbioig x^ 'sra^a ^uo'iv iffSKr^ayiv rotcsloif^ 
sielal^t) TOiwv aula; «7wj • u Eva e| «f %Tif vc Tiv©" eysvwi^ ; -arowt 
/uylup aimiy^sv sKUvnv mv ai/Mlo^a ; >£yei 3s n y^a^n oli ex tsT^u^ob; 
ysyove T8 A3a/t4 ; ofaw n f^ev Eua bx ^Mu^jc; a^o-ev©-, x^^^^ 
/A>flf ®"i yewoSah ejc i'e 'aa^^mxn^ yar^ ®", x^fif avJjp©-, 'srarJ'isy it 
ymalai i Cat. 12. Opera, p. 163. 

«' body 
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** body of a man j fo that what appears 
*' new to you- is old with God*.'* It is 
alfo very prudently and pertinently obferved 
by Maximus Taurinenlis, *' Whofoever is 
*' difpofed to examine the works of God, 
*' rather than believe them, is influenced by 
•* the flefh, and not by the fpirit. Where- 
*' fore, my brethren, let us not difcufs in 
** what manner God is born of God, but 
** let us believe it. Nor let us retradt the 
** miraculous conception, but admire; that 
*' acknowledging the only begotten Son of 
*• God to be both God and man, we may 
*' hold the true heavenly faith unblame- 
** ablef." To the fame purpofe Ifidore 

* Quid mirum modo, fi virginis habitavit utero, qui 
mulierem hominis fumpfit ex latere ? Ipfe hominem mu- 
lieris refumfit ex utero, qui virginem viri formavit ex cor- 
pore ; ac perinde, homo, quae tibi videntur nova, deo 
habentur antiqua. Ser, 145. p. 372. 

f Omnis ergo qui opera dei niagis vult examinare quam 
credere, non fequitur animae fenfum, fed carnis errorem. 
£t ideo, fratrcs ! non difcutiatnus, qualiter deus de deo 
natus e(l, fed credamus : nee retra6temus partum virginis, 
fed miremur ; ut unigenitum dei deum et hominem confi- 
tentes, inofFenfam teneamus coeleftis fidei veritatem. Ope* 
ra, p. 195. 

Vol. IV. M alfo 



1 62 Of the DoSlrine of the Book III. 

alfb fays, '* Behold therefore a man from 
*^ the earth, and a woman from a man ^ and 
•* both without the conjundtion of fexcs*/' 
The conception of Chrift by a virgin, 
. is, no doubt, within the power of God, 
who made man originally ; but as miracles 
are never wrought without a reafon, and 
where a great and good end is to be an- 
fwered by them, we ought not lightly to 
give credit to accounts of miracles for 
which we cannot imagine any good rca- 
fon, and the very report of which is cal- 
culated to expofe chriftianity to ridicule, 
without any neceffity, or conceivable ad- 
vantage. Whether the hiftory of the mi- 
raculous conception of Chrift be fo circum- 
ftanced, as that the evidence in favour of it 
is able to overbear the force of this objec- 
tion, and the many others that have been 
ftated in this chapter, let the reader now 
judge. 

All thefe, it is to be obferved, are the 
objedtions of Jews or heathens, and the 

[awmiOi x^i^* Epift* 141* P* 43* 

anfwers 
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anfwers apply only to the light in which 
it was con0dcred by fbem. What any 
ghriftians, who equally dlibelievcd the mU 
raculoi;is conception, faid to it, we are no 
where told, though we find that they pub^ 
lifhed their obje<ftions. That the learned 
Symmachus in particular wrote againft thi$ 
doctrine, we are informed, but we find not 
a fingle quotation from the book, or that 
It was ever anfwered $ and yet it is not faid 
that it was undeferving of an anfwer. 

The filence of the chriftian Fathers on 
this fubjeil will be differently interpreted^ 
9s perfons are differently difpofed with re« 
fpeft to the doiftrine itfelf. All the cir« 
ciinxftances confidered, it appears to me that 
fo truly refpedtable a perfon as Symmachus 
vrritiog againfl the miraculous conception, 
in fo early a period (as early, probably, as 
the belief of it came to be general) and that 
no perfon anfwered his book, are both of 
them remarkable fadls, and both unfavour- 
able to the truth of that part of the hiflory. 
Two of our gofpels, indeed, contain the 
account, but it was not in the gofpel that 

M 2 was 
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was received by Symmachus, and the reft o( 
the Ebionites ; and this they, who were 
certainly the befl: judges in the cafe, main- 
tained to be the authentic gofpel of Mat- 
thew. 

Had the work of Symmachus been extant, 
or had the reafons of Paulus Samofatenfis 
and his followers (whofe opinion was proba^ 
bly that of the ancient Gentile unitarians in 
general) for believing that Jefus was born 
at Nazareth, and not at Bethlehem, been 
tranfmitted to us, together with the re- 
marks of their adverfaries, we (hould, no 
doubt, have been in poffeffion of materials 
on which we might have founded a more 
decifive opinion than we can pretend to do 
at prefent. Wanting thefe important ma-^ 
terials for forming a decifive judgment^ let us 
not be wanting in candour in a cafe in which 
all we caa fay is, that one probable opinion 
is oppofed to another lefs probable. 
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BOOK IV. 

Of some controversies which had a 
near relation to the trinita- 
rian or unitarian doctrine. 



CHAPTER I. 
Of the Arlan Controverfy. 

WE have no account of any thing, 
in the whole compafs of ecclefiaf- 
tical hiftory, that ever occafioned 
a greater revolution in the theological flate 
of the world, than the doctrine of Arius ; 
and the revolution was equally fudden^ and 
lafting. Within much lefs than the life of 

M 3 maa 
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man^ this' dodrinc, from being wholly 
unknown, overfpread perhaps, one half of 
the chriftian world, and more than once bid 
fair for having the feal of orthodoxy ftamped 
upon it* In two pretty long reigns, it was 
the religion of the Roman court, and it had 
the (andtion of fcveral numerous councils ; 
and this not long after its condemnation 
by the fimpus council of Nice, in the 
reign of the emperor Conflantine. Socrates 
iays that, upon the publication of the doc- 
trine of Arius, it immediately fpread from 
Alexandria through all Egypt, Lybia, The- 
bais, and the other provinces and cities; 
and that many perfons of character took the 
part of Arius, efpccially Eufcbius of Nico- 
media *. An event of fuch magnitude re- 
quires to be carefully inveftigated* ^ 

Before tht time of Arius only three fyf- 
terns of chriftianity, or rather three opi- 

voxxs; 'Opoq TO ii^inf/m • km maffiiicM aaci cfUKfB vrnv^n^o^ paya 
w^ . ag^cxfjuvov T£ TQV Mccxov aico TD^ Piy^%avi^im ExxXivTia^^ 3^- 
7f6%£ Tijv <TV/A,'7rA(Tav Aiyt/jflov te jcai AtSvyy^ Kai rw a,v(i) 0>j?ai3a * 
T^iiUM reus yjbita^ estsnifoh i7iu^x^<^ '^^ ^^^ 9oMi^ * ^mikaf£m^ 
voflo m AjBia ioin voKAoi pLBf xdu ox^oi, funXira ig EvceCioi ot^ 
oovliix^o. Hift. lib. I. cap. 6. p. lo. 

I nions 
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iiioQ8 concerning the perfon of Chrift, had 
been the fubjed of difcuflion. The firft 
was that of the unitarians^ who believed 
Chrift to be a mere man, and to have had 
no exiftence prior to his birth^ in the reign 
of Auguftus. The fecond was that of the 
GnoJlicSf who thought that to this man, or 
ibmething that had the appearance of a 
man, was fuper-added a pre-exiftent fuper- 
angelic* fpirit, called the Chrijl. The third 
was the dodrine of the perfonification of the 
logos, according to which Jcfiis Chrift, who 
had a body and a foul like other men, had 
alfb a fuperior principle intimately united 
to him. But this principle was nothing 
that had ever been created i for it was no- 

. thing kfs than the logos, or the wifdom and 
fwmr of God the Father, and which, in a 
Hate of perfonification, had been the imme« 
diate caufe of the formation of the 4ini« 
verfe, and of all the appearances of God in 
the Old Teftamcnt, 

Now we find all at once a doftrine to- 

>tally different from any of the preceding 
fchemes, viz. that the intelligent prin- 

M 4 ciple 
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ciple which animated the body of Chrift 
(for it was not thought that he had any 
other foul) wag a great prercxiftent fpirit, 
and created, like other htings, out of no-- 
thing; that this pre-exiftcnt fpirit, to which 
was ftill given the name of logos, had been 
employed by God in making the univerfc,* 
and in all the appearances under th^ Old 
Teftament^ and then became the prpper 
foul of Jefus Chrift. Such is the outline 
of that doiSrine which, from Arius, a prcf- 
byter of the church of Alexandria, obtained 
the name of Ariant/m, and which, with 
fome variation; has continued to be held 
by great numbers of very inteUigent cbrif- 
tians to this day. 

Of the three fchemes which were prior 
Arianifm, it has the greateft refemblancc 
to that of the Gnoftics, but differs from it 
chiefly in two refpeds. Hrft, the Gnoftics 
fuppofed the pre-exiftent fpirit which* wag 
in Jefus, to have been an emanation fro^:^ 
the Supreme Being, according to the prin- 
ciples of the philofophy of that age, which 
made creation out of nothing to be an im- 

poflibility \ 
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ppflibility; whereas the Arians fuppofed 
this pre-exiftent fpirit to have been pro- 
perly created. But this difference is ra^p 
thep philofophical than ^ theological ; be- 
caufe they both agreed in fuppofing that' 
this, pre-exiftent fpirit had the fame ori- 
gin with that of angels, and other beings 
of a Ipiritual nature, fuperior to man. 
,- Secondly, the Gnpftics fuppofed that this 
pre-exiftent fpirit was not the maker of the 
jsvorld, but was feht to redify the evils 
which. had been introduced by the being 
svho made it; whereag the Arians fup- 
pofed that their logos was the being that 
had been employed by God in the making 
of the univerfe, as well as in all his com- 
munications with mankind. 
: But even this difference, refpecting the 
nature and office of Chrift, was not of fuch 
' a nature as to make any material difference 
in the refpeSi that they entertained for 
Chrift; both the Gnoftics and the Arians 
agreeing in this, that Chrift was a great 
pre-exiftent fpirit, and that we owe him 
the greateft obligations for his condefcen- 

fion 
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fion in coming into this world, and under- 
taking to re^ify the abufes that he found 
in it. In fad, therefore, the influence of 
the^two fyftems on the mind mud; have 
been nearly the fame. The Gnoftics and 
the Arians mufl alfo have agreed in fomo 
meafure with refped: to the idea of the nt^» 
ture of matter^ and it8 tendency to conti* 
taminate the mind, and to impede its 
operations. But in this all the fyftcmt 
which fuppoie that there is an immateridl 
principle in man, the caufe of all fenia« 
tion and thought, muft be nearly alike. 
Athanaiius cenfures the Arians as borrow^ 
ing from the Gnoftics*. He even ihewt 
at large, that they arc worfe than th« 
Gnoftics +. 

I do not fay that Arius himfelf was the 
very firft who advanced the doftrine which 
bears his name ; but I find no trace of its 
cxiftence prior to what may be called the 
age of Arius. Jerom allows that fome of 
the Antenicene Fathers had given counte«> 

* Contra Arianos, Or. 2» voU i. p. 363. Or. 3. p. 392. 
t Ibid. p. 414. 

nance 
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nance to the Arlan dodlrine ♦ j but this was 
not by advancing his proper dodtrine, as I 
have ihewn, but by incautious cxpreffions, 
of which the Arians afterwards took ad* 
vantage. The firft perfon who is men- 
tioned as holding the proper Arian doc* 
trine is Lucian of Antioch> who fuffered 
martyrdom in A. D. 312. For Epipha- 
nius fays, that ^' Lucian^ and all the La-* 
'^ cianifls^ denied that-^heSon of God took a 
*' foul, but had flcfh only *!•." According to 
Philoftorgius, Eufebius of Nicomedia^ and 
other chiefs of the Arians, were the dif- 
ciples of Lucian, as Maris of Chalcedon» 
Theognis of Nice, Lcontius of Antioch, 
Afterius the fophift, and others %. 

* Vel certe antequam in Alexandria quad dsmonhim 
meridianum Arius nafceretur, innocenter qaotdim et trit- 
nus caute loquuti funt, et quae non poflunt per?crforuAl 
homintim calumniam dediitare. Adv. Ruffi. lib. 2* cap. 4^ 
Opera, p. 513. 

yryci'oj;^ ov ^rfiiv oi A^suxvoi £v fiapluaiv sm^^^oHai • dv yap um 
caJhi Aatuxvog ^foa^cOo^ pifu vpiO'anxw m tw hpumn OBficrK* 
Haer. 43. feft. i. vol. i. p. 370. 

y^afiit^ oig J^ Evas^m tov Nixo/xuSei^ t^ Mapv Toy XaXx^Bibvoi t^^ 
rsvlitKCUoci Ssoyviv awlcfflei^ &c. Hift. lib. 2. cap. 14. p. 484. 

But 
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' But on the other hand, Alexander, bifliop 
of Alexandria, affirms that Lucian adhered 
to Paul us Samofatenfis, and feparated from 
the church. Lardner fays, one might be 
apt to fufped from Alexander's words, that 
I^ucian bad fucceeded Paul in the epifcopal 
c^re and overfight of thofe who were of his 
fcntiments at Antioch*. It is therefore 
doubtful, whether any perfon before Arius 
himfelf held his doftf^ne, though it is mofi: 
probable, that many others about this time, 
did fo I their minds, as well as his, having 
been prepared for it in the manner that I 
fhall prefently defcribe. 

Though the appearance of the Arian 
doftrine was fudden, and the alarm which 
it gave to the chriftian world was propor- 
tionably great (which is a proof that it was 
imagined to be quite a new thing, and of a 
very extraordinary and dangerous nature) 
there were feveral pre-exiftent caufes, which 
had gradually prepared the way for it ; and 
thefe I fhall endeavour to explain. 



* Credibility, vol. 4. p. 641. 
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SECTION I. 

Of the antecedent Caufes of the Avian Doc^ 

trine. 

'TpHE controverfy with the unitarians had 

led thofe who were called orthodox (by 
which I mean thofe who held the dodlrine 
of the perfonification of the logos) to fpeak 
of Chrift as greatly inferior to. the Father,' 
of which examples enow have been pro- 
duced. So willing had they been to -make 
conceffions to the great body of zealous uni- 
tarians (or fuch were the remains of their 
own unitarian principles) that had they 
confidered Chrift as, in all refpedts, a mere 
creature^ they could riot have fpokenof him 
otherwife than they did. They were evi- 
dently afraid of incurring fo much odium 
as they were fenfible they muft liave done, 
by fetting up their fecond God as a rival to 
the firft and fupreme God. Their prin- 
ciple of Chrift having boen the logos of the 

Father 
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Father certainly led them to confider him 
as being oi the fame nature with the Father, 
and in all refpedts equal to him ; and it did 
produce this cfFcfl: afterwards, when the 
obftacle to its operation, in the general 
opinion of the chriftian world, was re- 
moved* But during the great prevalence 
of the dodtrines of the unity of God, and 
the inferiority of Chrift to the Father, it 
had been the cuflom of the orthodox to 
fpeak of their fecottd God as the mere fervanf 
of the firfl:. 

Farther, in oppofition to the Patripaf- 
fians, or the philofophical unitarians, who 
faid that the Father and the Son (meaning 
the divinity of the Father and Son) were 
the fame, the orthodox had been led to 
(peak of them as being entirely different^ fo 
as fometimes to fay that they were of dif- 
ferent natures ; though the language muft 
have been improperly ufed by thofe who 
confidered Chrift as being derived from the 
very fubjlance of the Father, and having 
been his proper wifdom and power. 

Tn 
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In confiftcncy, however, with this Ian- ^ 
guage, fuggeftcd by controverfy, it had been 
the cuflom of tiie orthodox to fpeak of the 
generation of the Son from the Father, as if it 
had«been a proper creation^ and as if the Son ^ 
had flood in the very fame relation to the 
Father, with that in which other creatures 
flood to him i which correfpopded very well 
with the ideas of the Platonifts, in whofe 
fcale oS principles 9 or caufes^ the nous or logos ^ 
held the fecond place ^ the firfl principle 
being ftiled a cavfe with refpedt to the 
fecond, as t];ie fecond was with refpe£t to 
the vifible world. 

Another circumftance which contributed 
to the rife of Arianifm was the gradual '- 
influence of the doctrine of revelation, con- 
cerning creation out of nothings which had 
been unknown to all the philofophers, who 
had thought that the material world had 
been created out of pre-exiftent matter, and 
that fouls were either emanations from the 
fupreme mind, or parts detached from the 
foul of the univerfe. But the apoftle hav- 
ing faid, Heb. xi. 3. that the world was 

made 
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made bk tw a«» ^o^m^AEmv^ from things that do not ' 
appear (fuppofed to be equivalent X.owrwm 
tStmy things that are not, or out of nothing) 
the term creation^ on whatever account it 
had been ufed, would at length fuggefl the 
idea of a creation out of nothing. This 
Athanafius fuppofed to be the meaning of 
Paul in this epiftle ; for he makes the 
phrafes from nothings zn^ifrom that which did • 
not appear, to be fynonymous *• In this 
manner would the minds of many be pre- 
pared to pafs from the idea of the perfoni- 
fication of the logos, or the generation of 
the Son from the Father, to that of a pros- 
per creation. 

Things being in this ftate, the warmth 
of controverfy was fufficient to lead perfons 
whofe real opinions were" the very fame, to 
differ, firft in words only, and afterwards 
in reality. And a real difference being 
once formed, it would eafily extend itfelf, 

* ' ILai 'SJOina'a; £k t8 fjLn crelog eig to sivai ' OTTsp >cj ILtt'X©' 
(nificuvav ^ai ' ^irtt voafjLtv )cc£ly]fi<r^M rag cuuvag ^fiaJi Ses . Bg 
TO fjtn sKfcuvofjLsvuv Ta phBTTOfjuva ytyovevai* De Incarnatione, 
Opera, vol. i. p. 55, 

by 



Cit A p. I. Of the Arian Controverfy. i 'jj 

by analogies and confequences, on both 
fides. I fhall now enter upon the proof 
of thefe particulars, and then (hew their 
adtual operation in the rife and progrefs of 
the Arian controverfy. 

That it had been the cuftom of all the 
Fathers before the council of Nice to fpeak 
of Chrift, though they confidered him as 
the logos^ or the wifdom of the fupreme 
God, as neverthelefs greatly inferior to him, 
has been abundantly proved. I fhall, there- 
fore, pfoceed to give inftances in v^hich 
thofe of the Fathers, who undoubtedly 
confidered Chrift as having been the logos 
or wifdom of the Father, and therefore 
properly uncreated^ yet defcribed his gene^ 
ration in language equivalent to that of a 

proper creation. 

The very term ycwS©-, by which the Fa- 
thers generally exprefled the logos becom- 
ing a Son, was the fame that the Platonifts 
had always ufed to diftinguifti a creature 
from the creator, or the thing caufed, and 
the caufe ^ fo that the terms Sc®- and yem?®- 
had always been oppofed to each other. 

Vol. IV. N Thus 
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Thus Philo fays, " There is no created 
*' God 'y for he would want the neccflary 
"attribute of eternity "^.^^ And a writer 
who perfonates Origen makes ymAa and jflira 
generated and created^ to be fynooymous •[•. 
In later times, there was a diflincftioa 

^ made between ytvA®- and yewj?®-, as if" the 
former fignified created^ and the latter gene^^ 
rated 'y but the diftindlion was not very an- 
cient. Tatian makes no difference between 

' ymS®- as applied to the produftion of the 
Son from the Father, and the creation of 
other things by the Son; but fays that, 
** the logos being generated in the begin- 
** ning, again generated our world, fafliion- 
** ing the matter of it for himfelf. Mat- 
*' ter/* he fays, '* is not ava^x®-^ without 
** origin^ like God, but. y^^y^, generated^ 
*' being produced by the Maker of all 
•* things J." Alfo the fame word m7£/v, to 

a^Yi^/jLEvo; ai^ioWa, De Charitate, Opera, p. 699. 

f Eyw sJ sv (is^v aysvnlov ^eya, » /mvov tov ^sov . ra 3k XoiTra. 
'navJa^ oa-a erti ymiccKai fclifa^ Contra TVlarcionitas, p. 72. 

X Oule ya^ ava^x^g n v'Xn^ xa^am^ Seoj, sJe Ji« to oivcl^x^ *; 
ayi>j f^oSuvafWj t« Sew • ygwjl)! Jg ««< «« wTro ts «;^As yeyovJix- fxova 
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bring forth ^ is ufed by Synefius of the gene- 
ration of the Son, and the creation of other 
things by the Son*. 

The term correfponding to caufe was 
likewife ufed promifcuoufly with refpedl 
to the generation of the Son, and the pro- 
du6lion of the creatures. Thus Gregory 
Nyflcn makes the terms unbegotten and with-' 
out xaufe to be fynonymous "f-. Indeed, it 
was always allowed that the Son, though 
generated, had a proper caufe ; and, ac- 
cordingly, the word ofxni origin^ by which 
the logos was diftinguiflied from the crea- 
tures, was, without fcruple, applied to the 
Father with refpedl to Chrift ; and the 
term ava^x®'^ uncaujed^ was always confidered 
as the incommunicable attribute of the Fa- 
ther, he being the loh fountain of deity ; and 
whenever the fame term is applied to the 

2k tjiro rs 'sravJav dttfux^ wfoCE^ Aiyism. Ad Grscos, fe£h 8. 

♦ Hot Tex,^£vh valnf mvo's ruQsiv, Hymn. 6. Opera, p. 343. 

•f" Axx' BK fjLEv Trig TH oysmils nsfdayfyo^iotit to oatv aulio^ aveu rof 
iSag ovofjMo-fjtsvov sfjuxBofAiv, Contra Eunomium, Or. i2. Ope- 
ra, vol. 2. p. 302r. 

N z Son, 
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Sob, or the Spirit, it was only meaht to 
fignify that they had no beginning, not that 
they had no caufe. 

Thus, a writer, whofe work has been 
afcribcd to Athanafius, fays, ** the Son is 
** not a caufe^ but caufed ^ fo that the Fa- 
** ther is the only caufe, and there are twa 
** that are caufed, the Son ^nd the Spirit. 
** But they are all avof^w, becaufc they are all 
** without beginning */' Nicephorus, in 
*' his epiflle to Leo, fays, *' Chrift is not 
** without origin with refpecft to the Fa- 
*' ther, who is his origin, as being his 
^* caufe; but with refpedl to his genera- 
*' tion, he is without origin, being before 
** all ages j-/' Conftantine alfo, in his 
oration, fays, " the Father is the caufey 
*' the Son caufed%'' This language, being 

* O 3e i/wf HK ertv ailiog^ oM* ailicCio; . «re ijlbv ouhog eri fAOVog o 
*u:a}y\^ ' t<x Je aiWa Si/o, o woj, xai to w/vj^x. Opera, vol. 2r 

P 443- 

+ Tftjv £v T^iaSi Se6Jfs/A£v«y, to /it£v, 'zsxin^ ava^x®'^ '^^ avculi®- 

vjta^Xm . « ya^ ik t^v®", iv eavld) ya^ to slvm £%ci;v, to 5e viog mm 

jiK avapx^ ^^ '^^ msil^®- yap, af%>i yap um 'EroJiip, cog aiJtov . 6i 3f 

mv aTTo %pov« "KoLfjiQavoii apx^v, nai avafx®'* Zonaras, p.. 7 69. 

J Ka^aTTff ailia fxsv via 'SJoCin^.' afliaiov ^0 viog. Cap. u, 

p. ^88. 

once 
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once eftabliflicd continued to the lateft 
period. Thus M. Caleca called the Son 

OiW®", yFw»3®", and ytmfjuz *. 

Another circumftance which made way 
for the introdu(Sion of Arianifm, and which 
greatly contributed to embarrafs the ortho- 
dox in the controverfy was, that in order 
to oppofe the Sabellians, they had repre- 
fented the Father and the Son as differing 
ejfentially from each other. Becaufe they 
thought that the Sabellians had confounded 
the three perfons, they, as was natural, made 
a point of feparating them i and they did 
it to a greater degree than their principles 
really admitted. For they maintained that 
their very «<rkx, ejfence^ or nature j was dif- 
ferent; whereas they fhould have contented 
themfelves with faying that they differed in 
rank^ or dignity. But, whereas the Sabelli- 
ans maintained that the three perfons were of 
the fame s<7ia, ejfence^ and were therefore oiAoaffiot^ 
confubjiantial to each other, this was pofi- 
tively denied by the orthodox; and what. 

* O 3g vtogXEySM culic3oi<i yfwilof, ymiyxa, Combefis Auc- 
tuarium, vol. 2. p. 222. 

N 3 was 
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was particularly unfortunate for them, 
they had pafled a cenfure on this very 
term in the condemnatioij of Paulus 
Samofatenfis. Thus Athanaiius fays^ that 
^* they who condemned Paulus Samofaten- 
^' iis^ faid that the Son was not confub- 
^* ftantial with the Father*.". Bafil fays 
the fame, adding, that the reafon why they 
rejecfted it was, its implying that God was 
9 fubftance that was divifible ^f*. 

The effect of this circumftance remained 
a long time with the orthodox ; many of 
whom were with great difficulty reconciled 
to this teroi, efpecially as it was not a 
fcriptural one, which is acknowledged by 
Athanafius %. Ambrofe fpeaks of fome 

* dkia T«, tiMoia^ et/Ka^Tz&EiJIsg to toi £qv co^icfjia th lEafiocalsoi^^ 
iiftptauri fAn mou rot xg^rov Ofifiitjiov, De Syn. Arm. Opera, 
vol. I. p. 919* 

i Km yap tco ovli 01 mi ILuAa) Tto XafMO'aSei <rwB>&ovl£g^ iiBSa^ 
^ov mv >>s^iv ag hk £vcrnfMV . E^acav ya^ enzivoi t>jv T8 o^«cr« ^tawf 
ma^iroof ewoiav aciccg ts hm tuv air avlmgj ag te xalofjLEpKr^sia'av 
Tw nffiav 's^a^Ex^iv rs oiKma^m tw ispo(nryopiav roig ei; a 3i»jf cSu. 
Vol. 3. p. 292. 

t Ou >\.syovlig rov x^^^^^ ofMacriov eivai ra Bsa, Ei yaf ^ to 
mofia riilo fvfM fj(,n Euprvuvat. /ldiSje avEyvccxEvai wh rm ayiuv ypa/p<av^ 
ox^ 7£> &c. De Sententia, Opera, vol. 1. p. 561. 

who. 
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who, without being Arians, yet fcrupled to 
fey that the Son was of the fame fubftance 
-* with the Father, becaufe it was not a fcrip- 
tural expreflion. But, he fays, '* they 
** ought to be deemed heretics if they did 
•* not exprefsly acknowledge it, and that for 
•* the fame rcafon they might objedl to the 
" phrafes God of God, and Light ofLxght"^:" 
Sozomen fays, that *' the Fathers of the 
** council of Antioch acknowledged that 
•' the word confubftantial (o/«wtri®-) which ap- 
** peared new and ftrange to many, was 
•* cautioufly interpreted by the Fathers, 
*' and not according to its ufe among the 
" Gentiles, but only in oppofition to the 
** fentimcnt of the Arians, that the Son was 
** made out of nothing^.''' 

* Vel fi Arianus non es, ct verum filium de vero patre 
natum non fa£tum agnofcis> cur non eum cum patre unam 
fubftantiam dicis ? Fruftra times homo profiteri quod cre- 
dis, et fruflra credis (1 ita non credis, et merito haereticus 
denotaris. De Filii Divinitate, lib. i. cap* 3. Opera, 

vol. 4. p. 278, 279. 

f Ovois 3e to ioKnv cv auk rio'i ^tvov ovofjta ro m ofMisffus (fotfisv^ 
aafaXug tSux'V^ 'Bsa^a raig nsai^ajiv e^fAnveia;^ anfjuxa/HOTig o/i ex rn; 
naias T8 vdi^Q' viof eyem^y x) o7< ofjLOioi mt wion taj tscilpi . sTs 

N 4 Ci 
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Dionyfius, biftiop of Alexandria, in whofc 
neighbourhood there vy^ere many Sabelli^ns, 
and who oppofed them with great vigour, 
^s he alfo did Paul us Samofatenfis,^ made no 
fcruple, as 6a(il fays, to affert, in this conf- 
troverfy, that " the Son was of a diffe* 
** rent effence, as well as hypoftafis, from 
^* the Father, that he was inferior in 
" power, and lefs in gloj-y *." Rufiinus 
fays, that ** Pionyfius of Alexandria, in bis 
** books againft Sabellius, advanced things 
** pf which the Arians took advantage •!•/' 

X^7iv e^www T^OfjL^avelai to ovofJLa Tvig aaia;, ei; avctlpoTrnv Je t« sf 
}iu (xylm nsEpi m wa aa^Q^g ToT^/jLYi^evl®- A^biu, Hift. lib. 4* 
feft. 4. p. 224- 

* Kai 8X els^yila fxovcv tuv vTTorounm tAbIm^ a»a. ^y hjio^ 
Jia^ofav, jy iuvaf^Eug v^sa-tv^ >i ?c|))j -sr^^aX^ayw. Epift. 41. 
Opera, vol. 3. p. 60. 

t Dionyfius Alexandrinus epifcopus, eruditiffimus affer- 
torecclefiafticaefidei, cum inquamplurimis intantumuni- 
tatem atque equalitatem trinitatis defendat, ut imperitiori- 
bus quibufque etiam fecundum Sabellium fenfifie videatur, 
in his tamen libris fuis quos adverfus Sabellii haerefim fcri- 
bit, talia inveniuntur inferta, ut frequenter Ariani auftori- 
tate ipfnis fe defendere conentur. Apologia pro Origine^ 
Hieronymi, Opera, vol. 8. p. 130. 

Though 
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Though this was nothing more than 
had been faid by others, and efpecially in 
the fame controverfy ; yet, when, after- 
wards, things had takeh a different turn^ 
and advantage was taken of this language, 
this Dionyiius came to be confidered as the 
fountain of Arianifm^ as he is called by Auf- 
tin *. Athanafius, however, apologized for 
him, and for the inaccuracy of his expref- 
fions, from the nature of the controverfy in 
which he was engaged* 

For the fame reafons for which the me- 
mory of Dionyfius was refledled upon, fimi- 
lar reproaches fell upon that of Clemens 
Alcxandrinus, and that of Origen. But, 
indeed, none of the ancient writers ought 
tp have efcaped, fince, for the reafons that 
I have given, they all ufe iimilar language. 
But as thefe two writers have been the moft 
cenfured, 1 (hall give a more particular ac- 
count of tjie ground of thofe cenfures. 

Pamphilus the Martyr, in his apology for 
Origen, fays, that ** Clemens Alexandrinus 

• Ut vult Dionifius fons^ Arrii. De Dcfinitionibu^ 
Opera, vol 3. p. 196. 

'' called 
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^* called Chrift a creature *." Photiu8 fays, 
** that Clemens Alexandrinus^ in his Hypo- 
" typofes/' a work now loft, *• has many 
*.* right things, but fome things impiouft 
*^ and fabulous. He mdkes the Son a crea- 
•* tUre, fays that the logos was not made 
** flefti, but only feemed to be fo. He fays 
** that the logos, the Son, has the fame naroe^ 
** but that it was not made flefh ; for it is 
** ngt the paternal logos, but a divine 
*^ power, or efflux from the logos itfelf ;. 
*' being the nous which pervades the hearts 
<^ofmcnf." •' His Stromata/' he fays, 
•* have many things not found, but not fo 

* Clemens quoque alius Alexandrinus, prefbyter et ma- 
gifter ecclefiae illius, in omnibus pene libris fuis trlnitatis 
gloriam atque aeternitatem unam eandemque defignat ; et 
interdum invenimus aliqua in libris ejus capitula, in quibus 
filium deicreaturam dicit. Hieronymi, Opera, vol.g. 
p. 130. 

+ ILoLi £v TiflTi yix^ aJlav op%; ^okei \eyeiv • ev tkti 3e zravleXu; 
iig aaE^ei; nat fM^aizig^ Tsoyn; sx^Epiiai, Kai rov viov «? )ilta'fjLX 
kalayei, Kai /uti (rapxaGnvou rov hoyov^ a»a 3b|ai. hsri/thx ^us) 
xcu viog >>oyog^ o/jiuvvfjuc^ to ^alfiKU Tvcyw, aM* aJs iHog suv ca^i 
yevofjLEvoi . « Se /ahv 's^al^uog Xoyoj, aX^ ^uvafJLi; rig ra Sea, oiov 
aTTOppoiJc Tit >.07« «v/», vug yv.oyL'ivog rag tcov av^^oiTfuv xa^^icog 3i«-' 
5r£^oi7>:xf. Bib. S. 109. p. 286» 

" many 
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** many as the Hypotypofes, and in them 
** he refutes what he had advanced in thefc. 
'* His Pedagogue is quite free from 
'* them »." 

As Clemens Alexandnnus had been much 
addicted to philofophy, it is very poffible, 
that when he wrote the Hypotypofes, he 
might retain fome opinions fimilar to thofe 
of the Gnoftics^ as the quotation feems to 
iodicate. As to the fenfe in which Cle- 
mens might call Chrift a creattire, it has 
been explained already, and fliewn to be 
fufficiently confident with all , the ortho- 
doxy of his age ; and as to his error about 
the /ogos^ it is very poffible that he might 
fpeak favourably, as Juftin Martyr did, of 
the dodtrine of philofophical unitarianifm ; 
or he might have faid what Origen did, 
about thf logos being in all men. How- 
ever, he certainly confidered the logos that 

* O 3fe Hcuiayoyy®' £v rfi^i rofjuotg—^a^sv Ofjtaiov Bxao'i ib^ rag 
fwAfTTuo'eig ^ 01 XoYoi . rm re yap fjta3ai(ov km ^kour^mijusv (ZTrq- 
hccffmu 3b|fi)v Ko&mat<Ti — AA/i 3e ^ rm T^fjicSsavfii^Xog maxa 24» 
pyiug iia>Mf4Savei . n fjLSvloi yt wrTTSf ou TTrokmojjeig^ oTv^ km v^og 
^^XAa rm Ex« ^iOfjuzxelpu. Bib. S. 109. p. 287. 

was 
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was in Chrift, as the proper wifdom of 
the Father, which was all the orthodoxy 
that was known before the council of 
Nice. 

Origen, being a perfon of more reputa- 
tion, and whofe writings were more nu- 
merous than thofe of Clemens Alexandria 
nus, fuffered more from this kindofcenf^re 
than he has done. Origen certainly called 
Chrift a creature. ** The facred oracles/* . 
he fays, ** fpcak of Chrift as the oldeft of 
*' all the creatures, and by him it was that 
** God fpake, when he faid. Let us make 
** manJ*^.'* But whatever expreflions he 
might ufe, he certainly could not differ in 
idea from the moft orthodox of his age, fo 
long as he maintained, as he unqueftionably 
did, that Chrift was the proper wifdom of 
the Father. For then he muft have fup- 
pofcd him to have been eternal^ and uncreat- 
edy though perfonificd in time. 



« 



>cyoi . Hou atHu tov Secv -Brfpt rng t« av^pcoTra o^nfM'ipyia; etpYtK^M^ 
HoiYitrcofiEV ctif^poiTTov xs3 VKCva Hxi CfJLQiu(riv r./A{}spay, Ad Celfum, 
lib. 5. p. 257. 

On 
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On this account, however, he w^s feverely 
cenfured after the rife of the Arian contro- 
vcrfy. Epiphanius fays, ** Origen was 
" blamed for calling Chrift a creature, 
•* though he allowed him to be produced 
*' from the fuhftance of the Father */' To 
this he adds, that *' he had faid that the Son 
** could not fee the Father," a phrafe much 
ufed in that age, to exprefs great inferiority 
cither in rank or nature. But no language 
can exprefs that inferiority more ftrongly 
than Juftin Martyr, and others, whofe or-* 
thodoxy was never called in queftion, have 
repeatedly done. What was meant by the 
phrafe, " not being able to fee,'* may be 
clearly underftood from another palTage of 
Epiphanius, in which he ftates the accufa- 
tion of Origen more diftindtly. ** Origen,** 
he fays, '* is charged with faying, that, as 
^' the Son could not fee the Father, fo the 
•* Holy Spirit could not fee the Son ; alfo 
** the angels cannot fee the Holy Spirit, 

Har. 64. Opera, vol. i. p. 527. 

*' nor 
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under the fame fufpicion. As Jerom fays, 
" Eufebius defends Origen, that is, he 
** proves him to have been an Arian*." 
That the writers before Arius had expreffed 
themfelves in fuch a manner as to give 
advantage to him and his followers, was 
generally allowed. 

Photius, in giving an account of the 
writings of Pierius, fays, that *' they con- 
«« tain many things contrary to the then 
" eftabliflied faith of the church, but per- 
" haps after the manner of the ancients •f*;'* 
meaning, probably, that he expreffed him- 
felf without fufficient caution and accuracy. 

* Sex libros, ut ante jam dixi, Eufebius, Caefarienfis 
epifcopus, Arianae quondam fignifer faftionls, pro Ori«* 
gine fcripfit, latiffimum et elaboratum opus : et multis 
teftimoniis approbavit Originem juxta fe catholicum, id 
eft, juxta nos Arianum efle. Opera, vol, 1. p. 492. 

iffm'i aTTofcuvelai, Cod. 19- p« 300. 
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SECTION II. 

Of the Tenets of the ancient Ariam. 

T Shall now confider what were the tenets 
which the ancient Arians avowed, or 
with which they were charged. The prin* 
cipal article, for which no particular au- 
thority can be neceffary, was that Arius faid 
that the Son, logos, or Chrilt, was created 
tji rw sx w7«v, or, out of nothings like other 
creatures ; and this was certainly very dif- 
ferent from the received dodlrine. For 
all thofe who had the character of ortho- 
dox before him, even including Clemens 
Alexandrinus, and Origen, held that the 
logos had always been in the Father^ as his 
proper attribute. 

The fecond article in the Arian creed 

was, that there had been a time when the 

Son was not. This had frequently been 

afferted by the orthodox, and at firft was, I 

VoL.lV^. O doubt 
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doubt not, the univerfal opinion, if by the 
cxiftence of the Son be meant his perfonal 
exijlence^ which was fuppofed to have com- 
menced in time ; but, as an attribute of 
the Father, they maintained that he had 
always cxifted. 

In the third place^ the Arians denied 
that Chrift had any human fouL This is 
afferted concerning the Arians in general by 
Athanafius*, and by Epiphanius^f*. Theo- 
doret afferts the fame of the Arians and 
EunomiansJ; and fo does Glycas§* It 
does not appear, from Arius himfelf that 
he afferted this ; but it is the neceffary 

mvli h T8 ecru^EV sv ryjuv ccv^pcaTH, ruler t m; ^ux^^i '^^v Xoyov iv th 
<rapKi y^yzi ysyovevai^ rnv m 'EToSsj voyio'iv^ kui tyiv eI a3s oafaraaw, 
rn SsoWl 'srpocrayeiv to^imv. De Ad vent u Chrifti, Opera, 
vol. I. p. 636. 

+ Afmla^ ^vxnv aulov osv^^amtiav £i?^<f>eyai. Haer. 69. Opera, 
vol. I. p. 743. 771, 

J Oi CB ra A^eiH )^ EuvofAia ^^ovavJeg (Tb)(jLa (juovov cxvei>cf^£vou 
toy %soY Aoyov ^aaw^ aulov 3e ttjj 4'^X'^^ ^ '^^ acofjialt 'sr^upweroi Tnf 
Xffiay- Ep. 104. Tom. 4. pt. 2. p. 1174. 

§ Tw A^eiavuv T^yovlm a^^uxov eivM rnv th kv^ih ca^xa^ 

Annales, pt. 3. p, 244. 

confequcnce 
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confequence of his principles, and it was 
univerfally adopted by his followers. Indeed, 
it would have been exceedingly abfurdto 
fuppofe that there were two intelligent 
principles, both created beings, inhabiting 
the fame body. This, however, is a de- 
cifive proof of the novelty of the Arian 
dodlrine. For, as I have obferved, all the 
ancients, Origen himfelf included, fuppofed 
that there was a proper human foul ini 
Chrift, befides the logos. 

In after times, fome Arians made con- 
ceffions to the orthodox, and on that ac- 
count were called Semiarians. Thus Auf- 
tin fays, that *' fome of the later Arians 
" acknowledged that Chrift had no begin- 
'* ning*. The Semiarians in general alfo. 
faid, *' that though Chrift was not of tht fame 
^^fubfiance with the Father, he was of a like 
*^ fuhfiance ^.'^ ^' This term, ofWi«ri®-, of like 

• Unde quidam pofteriores Arriani objecerunt iflanv 
fententlam, faflique funt non ex tempore coepifTe filium del. 
De Trinitate, lib. 6. cap. i. Opera, vol. 3. p. 326.^ 

t Oi 'sr€£< BflKTiTtfiov, ^/i«, )^ rewfyiov, ;^ tuj lyMa^suov ravhs 

Epiphanius, Hser. 73. Opera, vol. i. p. 845. 

O 2 fubftance;\ 
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^^ fubfiance^' fays Sozomen, '* was intro- 
** duced, by Eufebius^ and others of the 
'* moil celebrated biihops of the Eafl, as 
'* preferable to confubjiantial^ which they 
'* faid was rather applicable to corporeal 
'^ things, as animals and plants ; whereas 
** the term of like fubfiance was more appli* 
** cable to incorporeal things, as God and 
••angels*/' 

But thefe conceffions were difliked by 
others ; and Aetius, the mafter of Euno- 
mius, maintained that '^ the fon was diifi- 
*« milar to the Father f." Bafil fays, that 
" he was the fir ft who dared to teach this 
'* dodrine:}:/' 

* Oi Se ex^iupi Tov Ey^eftov, ;^ a»^i Ttvsg t6)V role cxvcc tijv eu e%i 
>oya) K^ jSm) ^avfxa^OfjLSvav zmffkowuv iia^o^ctv, ag eyvo^v, euni' 
78v7o m ofMHfftov XeyEiv, J^fcar Hatav ofioiov^ oTrsp ofMincriov uvofAo^ov • 
TO fAEV yaf OfMUffiovj evi aoi/jto^lav nv^iug voeicr^ou^ oion/ avB^wTTOiiv ^ 
Tuv a7<Kuv (uav^ km izvi^oiv xca ^ulcov, oiq eI oimih » f/tdlao'M kcu n 
y^v&rig en . to fe ofioiao^ovj eyri ota-tufxaloiv, oiov em ^es kcu ayreXuv^ 
txoSe^H TT^g eawlov watievH uar i^iaysaiav. Hift. lib. 3. cap. l8t 

p. 123. 

+ Ibid. Lib. 4. cap. 13. p. 147. 

X Eri 3e fjLev 'Sfpalog eiTretv ^ave^ag kcu 3iSa|att ro>i/jLYicrag', avo- 
fiom eivau^ xo^ia rnv nciavy tov ftovoyevn uiov -tw ^ea km ^al^i* ocra 
ys vifAeii uTfm^ Adlios 9 ^vp>s. Ad Eunomiuii), lib. i. Opera, 

vol. 1. p. 69s. 

Such 
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Such were the tenets of the Arians, and 
they by no means differed {o much from 
the eftabliflied doctrine at the time that 
they were firft advanced, as they did from 
the orthodoxy which grew out of this con* 
troverfy. And, accordingly, before there 
had been much difputing about it, it ap-* 
pears to have been viewed in a very dif* 
ferent light from that in which it appeared 
afterwards. 

Alexander, bifliop of Alexandria, under 
whom the Arian controverfy arofe, after 
bearing many debates on the fubjedt be- 
tween Arius and his opponents, and after 
having called a fynod on the fubjcft (the 
queftion appearing to him to be of a doubt- 
ful nature) was at firft diilreffed what part 
to take ; favouring fometimes one lide, and 
fometimes the other, but at length acceded 
to thofe who affirmed that the Son was 
confubftantial with the Father, and co-eter- 
nal with him*. 

* Afjjpupira 3e rn; {uWewj ill 9dKii<ms avca^ mtTTov^B ri km - 

Sir, Totg Ofioaa-iov xcu awsuSiov mou rev vm a^ofmvofAevoig t9ilo, 
Sozomen, Hift. lib« i. cap. 15. p. 32. 

O 3 Conftantine, 
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Conftantine, in his letter to Alexander 
and Arius, reprefents the difFerence be- 
tween them as a thing of no confequence K 

So little was Alexander himfelf ufcd to 
the diftindlions, and thp precife phrafeology 
whicK took place afterwards, that, in his 
letter to Alexander of Conftantinople upon 

• 

this fubjed:, he calls the Father and Son 
two things^ infeparable from each other; 
the very language which had been ufed in 
anfwer to the Sabellians +. 

Ss yap av a Aksiav^s siiileig 'srapa rav 'srpE^vk^av^ rt invols Bxarog 
ettjlav uTTsp Tsvoi roTra rm sv tu voim ytypotfiyisvmj lio^kkw dk wif 
rivog /aoSms itJlYiiJicQog fj^^ag 'Kuv&avoio* Socratis, Hid. lib. i. 
cap. 7. p. 16. 

m^ar/yuila 3i;o, tov *isd\t^ct Kj rov viov^ oJla avlov cv 7oig koXttqi; ru 
'sai^o^ avofJM^ey. Theodoreti, Hift. lib. i, cap. 4. p. 12. 



s c ]p: 
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SECTION III. 

» 

The Arguments of the ancient Arians. 

WE {hall be afSfted in forming a juft 
idea of the nature of the Arian con- 
troverfy, by confidering the arguments which 
the ancient Arians ufed in defending their 
do(3:rine. 

; It was probably fome impropriety in the 
language of Alexander, in his difpute with 
Arius, that gave the latter an advantage. 
Alexander was thought by Arius to a4- 
vance fomething too favourable to the Sa- 
bellians, as he laid great ftrefs on the ne« 
ccffity of maintaining the unity of the 
three perfons in the trinity ; and it was 
always faid by the ancients, that this cir- 
cumllance drove Arius into the oppofitc 
extreme ; and it was probably the means of 
procuring Arius fo many friends. 

Nicephorus fays, that> almoft all the 
churches in the eaft, except that of Jefu-1 

O 4 falem. 
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falem, were Arian*. Jerom, fpeaking of 
the council of Ariminum, fays, that the 
term ^^a was abolifhed, all the world groan- 
ed, and wondered to find itfelf Arian +. 

The orthodox confidered themfelves as 
holding a middle opinion between the Sa- 
bellians and the Arians, the former con- 
founding the three perfons, and the latter 
feparating them too far ; the former mak^ 
ing too much of the divinity of Chriftr, and 
the latter too little. Thus, at leaft, things 
ftood at the beginning of the controverfy. 

It is poffible that Alexander had repre^ 
fented the Son as ayiwiB®-, uniegoften, as well 
as the Father j fince Eufebius of Nicome- 
dia, in his letter to Paulinus of Antioch, 
fays, ** We never heard of two that were 
** unbegotten J.'* And confidering Chrift 

* X^eSov ^e 'sr9<Yfif hfoaoy^fjuov tcov ova rnv ta aoeXn^toiv w cl 
AgeiH sK^ocliiv. Hift. lib. i2. cap. 2. vol. 2. p. 225. 

+ Tunc ufiae nomen abolitum efl, tunc Nicenae fidci 
damnatio conclamata eft. Ingemuit totus orbis, et Aria- 
num fe efTe, miratus eft. Ad Luciferianos, Opera, vol. r. 
p. 427. 

% Cflt yaf Si ho ayewT^la ofo/iHoafASv, Theodoriti, Hift. 
lib. I. cap. 6* p. 24. 

2 ^s 
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as being the original logos of the Father, 
or his neceffary attribute, which was cer- 
tainly the orthodox dodrine of the times, 
he was j uftifiable ; but coniidering him as 
an aBual perfon^ the language was evidently 
improper. For the commencement of per- 
Tonality in the Son had always been called 
a generation ; and therefore the Father and 
Son had been diflinguifhed from each other, 
by the former being faid to be aysvwS®-, unie'- 
gotten, and the latter yewJi®-, begotten, and 
fometimes ytmfjux, &c. 

But according to more ancient ufilge, the 
terms ayennlS®- and yewij?©- had been ufed to 
diftinguifh the Creator and the creature ; and 
the diftindlion between ycvn?®- and wwS®- (as 
if the former fignified created, and the latter 
generated) was peculiar to chriftian theology, 
and, as I have fhewn, was not univerfally 
obferved by chriftians. This gave Arius 
an advantage. For if Chrift was properly 
ywB®-, he muft have been a creature ; and if 
a creature, he muft have been made as 
other creatures were. Arius fays, " I am 
f^ perfecuted, becaufe I faid that the Son 

**is 
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** is made out of nothing, fince he is not 
•' a part of God, nor made out of other 
** matter*." 

Here we fee the proper ground of Arius's 
opinion, and that it was evidently a depar- 
ture from the fundamental principle of cfta- 
bliflied orthodoxy. It was a virtual denial 
of the Son being an attribute of the Father. 
Arius, no doubt, faw the abfurdity of the 
received dodlrine concerning the generation 
of the Son from the Father, and thought it 
muft imply the taking from him part of 
his fubftance. He, therefore, argued, that 
fince Chrift was not taken out of the fub- 
ftance of the Father, and it was acknow- 
ledged that he was not made of other mai^ 
ter^ he muft neceffarily have been made out 
oi nothing*, which was the chriftian doc- 
trine that had taken place of the great 
maxim of heathen philofophy, which fup- 
pofed that fuch creation was impoffible. 

* Aia T87o 3iwiw/t*£fia, xj oil ziTraiizv^ oJi 4 sk ovlm tuv ' tSu; is 
' tiTTofAev^ xa&oli ah fAS^og $£« £nv " sJ e| vTroKEifASva Tivog . Jia tiSq 
^rnxofAsBa. Theodoreti Hift. lib, I. cap. 5. p. 23. 

It 
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It appears that the Arians ridiculed, and 
very juftly, the diftindion which the or- 
thodox made between creation ^nd generation ; 
and therefore Chryfoftom, in reply to them, 
fays, ** how do you know that to generate 
** and to create, is the fame thing with 
** God*?'* In that age, however, it was 
thought neceflary to lay the greateft ftrefs 
on the difference between thefe two things, 
as every thing in orthodoxy depended upon 
it. But though the orthodox always faid 
that the Father could generate, and that the 
Son was generated, ytwn?©-, they wo^ld not 
allow that he could not be called ytmtM. Ba- 
fil fays, *' that the Father has generated, 
** we learn in many places, but that the Son 
♦* is y«ywv4a, we learn no where f/' This, 
they thought, was putting Chrift upon a 
level with creatures, properly fo called. 

The dodtrine of the derivation of the Son 
from the Father, without diminifhing his 

* Hx&tv oifof oil TO fSiccu KOI TO yivvno'cu raulov, De di£lo 
Abraham, Ser. 4. Opera, vol. 6. p. 43. 

t Teytvmuvoa fisv yaf rov 'mo^e^Oj *so»axfi itii^yfja^a . yrnnfui 
fe uivcu 70V viov nie'Tra xcu TTyjLspiv cuenHoofAsv, Ad Eunomium, 
^b, 2. Operai vol. i. p. 731. 

fubftance. 
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fubftance, had certainly been very ill de-' 
fended by the orthodox of the age before 
Arius ; but neverthelefs it was the ortho- 
doxy of the age, and of this Arius took a 
very proper advantage. " The Arians," 
fays Hilary, '' derived the Son froQi no- 
'^ thing, left the Father (hould be dimi* 
'' niihed by the generation of the Son, £> 
' " that he would remain Icfs perfed*.'* 
Arius, in his letter to Alexander, fays, 
** If the pbrafe coming forth^ and coming 
^^ from the Father^ be underftood by anj 
«« as of a part of the fame fubfhnce, and 
'* as a probole^ then is the Father a com- 
^^ pound being, divifible, changeable, and 
•' a body ; and, as far as in them lies, they 
** make an incorporeal God to have the 
*^ fame affedlions as a bodyf'/' 

* Ne fi ex patre fit filius, deus fit imminutus in filium, 
foliciti nimium, ne patrem filius ab eo natus evacuet : 
atque idcirco deo in filii creatione fubvcniunt, eum non 
de extantibus comparando, ut intra naturae fuas perfedio- 
nem pater, quia nihil ex eo fit genituui, perfeveret. Lib. 
2. p. 23, 

t Kfl« i\ TO, « yar^oiy km ro^ ta 's;ui^o<i £|>ix6oy, hou ww, fl>j /iff®* 
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Arius had a ^ill more plaufible handle 
againft the orthodox, with ^^efpedb to their 
do(flrine concerning the Son being of the 
fame fub fiance with the Father, becaufe, in 
the controverfy with the Sabellians, this 
language had been conftantly reprobated. 
The Arians, therefore, had a very good pre- 
tence for calling the orthodox Sabellians, 
becaufe they adopted their peculiar lan- 
guage. '• The Arians," fays Auftin, '* call 
** us Sabellians, though we do not fay that 
** the Father, Son, and Spirit are one, 
** which the Sabellians did ; but we fay that 
** they are of one nature*." ** They who 
•* diflike the word confubftantiaW fays So- 
crates, *' charged thofe who introduced it 
** as favouring the opinion of Sabellius and 

OMOT^Qa ffOJiAoSt 'sraa-xw o aa-af/al®' ^eog. Epiphanius, Hxr. 

69- vol. i.p-733- 

* Sed ficuti Arriani Sabellianos nos effe criminantur, 
quamvis non dicamus, unum eumdemque efle patrem et 
filium, et fpiritum fanftum, quod Sabeliiani dicunt : fed 
dicimus unam eandemque efle tiaturam patris, et filiii et 
fpiritus fanfti, quod catholic! diqunt. De Nuptiis, Oper^, 
vol. 7. p« 849* 

*' Montanus, 
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" Montanus, and therefore called them 
" blafphemers, as taking away the fubftance 
*' of the Son of God ; while they who were 
** attached to the word confubftantial^ 
** charged the others with polytheifm, and 
•* as introducing heathenifm*." But, as I 
have obferved, it was contrary to their pro- 
sper principles, that the orthodox ever dif- 
claimed the term confubJiantiaL For if the 
Son was the proper reajon of the Father, it 
muft have been right to fay, that he was of 
the fame fubjlance with him. 

The Arians had no lefs advantage with 
refpedt to their other pofition, viz. that there 
was a time when the Son was not -, becaufe,with 
regard to his perfonality, this had been the 
declared opinion of the orthodox before that 
age, and he had never been confidered as 
having exifted from eternity, except as the 
proper logos ^ or reafon of the Father, without 

Wo ^}^(ripYifJLiig^ tua^av^ co; avaipavlag Tnv vttu^^iv ts w8 ts $«« • 
ct Sfi TraAiv TO) ofMnaioi ^^oa-KH/jLsvoL^ isoXuGeiav eia-ayeiv raj ilE^ag v«- 
fwfov7£$, ag s>^MviO'iMV tiaayovlag tisl^BTrovlo, Hift. lib. i. cap. 23. 

P- 57- 

which 
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which he would not have been yjvrotO-^ a ra^ 
tional being. 

Arius, in his letter to Eufebius of Ni- 
comedia, fays concerning Alexander, '* the 
** bifhop violently perfecutes us, moving 
'* every thing againft us, fo as to expel us 
•* from the city as atheifts, becaufe we can- 
** not agree with him, when he fays in 
*' public, there was always a Father, and 
** always a Son, Father and Son at the fame 
*' time 5 that the Son exifts together with 
" God in an ungenerated ftate ; he was al- 
** ways generated from him that was unge- 
** nerated. God did not precede the Son 
** even a thought, or an atom *." And yet 
in this Alexander advanced nothing con- 
trary to the anciently received dodtrine, ex- 
cept in faying, that the generation of the 
fon was from eternity. 

xaS YifjLuv ema-KOTTog * »; t£ ;^ tK^ia^M vifAog tx TYt; naoTteug a^ 
CB&pomag aOengj STTSiSn a avfjufawfuv aula} irifMcia >syov}i<t azi o ^zog^ 
an viog ' afia 'SD'aTyj^, ofia viog ' aiAnmapx^i aytwnlug o mog ru Seai, 
atiytmg £f fv, oTewnloyeyYig sriv ' ^e tmwiaj die oSofxa rm 'agoaya § 
hog rumu. Thcodoriti, Hift. lib. i. cap, 5. p. 22. 

The 
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The Arians, however, rejeding the dif- 
ference between generation and creation, faid, 
according to Athanafius, *' God was not al- 
** ways a Father, aad afterwards became fo. 

" The Son was not always . The 

** Son of God was made out of nothing, 
*' and there was a time when he was not; 
" that he was not before he was generat- 
** ed *.** Hilary alfo fays, " the Arians 
** take advantage of the expreffion, he was 
•* not before he was generated, as if the na- ^ 
•^ ture of his fubfifting origin was dc- 
•* nied +;" i. e. the principle from which 
he fprung, which exifted in the Father, 

The Arians derived the fame advantage 
from the dodlrine of the primitive Fathers, 
that the Father generated the Son voluntas 

\ OvK eta ^£Cj ^a7»j^ >]v, aXX w oie Ssoj ftovoj w, xai htto wofef 

uy, urs^ov Sk bttei ysyove wa7ii^, hk asi nv o vio^' ^avlav yap yevofJis* 

vav e| UK ovIaVi uax 'Sjotvim ovluv j3i<t/jlocIci)v kcu 'Sjomfjuxlm ysvofjLimv, 

not aylog o ra ^bh "Nr^og e| »x ovlm yeyovEv * xai w 'sjols ole hk nv^ xcu 

axw'arpvyfivwj^u. Contra Arianos, Or. i. Opera, vol. i. p. 310. 

* Excufationem, dicens : non erat antequam nafcere- 
tur : ut in co quod non fuit antequam nafceretur, natu- 
ram ei fubfiftentis originis denegaret. Lib. 6. p. 106. 

rify. 
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rily. ** The Arians," fays Epiphanius, 
•• fay, did God generate the Son volunta- 
** rily, or involuntarily ? If we fay invo- 
*' luntarily, then we fubjedt God to necef- 
** fity. If voluntarily, we allow that a vo- 

** lition preceded the Son. But thefe 

** things, he fays, bear no relation to God. 
" He neither generates the Son voluntarily, 
f*. nor involuntarily; for the divine nature is 
** above all will, and is not fubjeft to time^ 
•* or neceffity *.'* 

. Such were the metaphyfical arguments of 
the ancient Arians. They likewife proved 
from the fcriptures, that Chrift was a crea- 
ture; and as they fuppofed that the wijdom 
in the book of Proverbs referred to Chrift, 
they laid great ftrefs on its being there faid 
that God created this wifdom. The Arian, 
.in Athanafius*s difputation, fays, " but do 

« 

mtqiQa>0^^ji£V ro ^stov . hcu eexv uTrufABV oli Se^oiv, ^lioofjiiv oil nv to 

ysi^, 0) HivoiGie . mofa ^eco yap ToJla »ic btiv • W/s Se^v roivw eyev- 
VYUiv^ Se fxn ^E^AJv, aM* uTTE^^oxn fvffBUi • WTE^QaofEi ya^ n ^eia 
fuffi; ftiAw, KM ax vTromTclEi Xfovw, s/e ovayxn ay€au Ancorai* 
tus, feifl. 51. Opera, vol. 2. p. 55* 

Vol. IV. P ♦* thou 
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** thou anfwer me with refpedt to the Lord 
** created me. The Lord acknowledged 
** that he was created by his Father *." 
*' When they are defeated," he fays, ** they 
'^ have recourfe to the Lord created me in 
** the beginning of his way "f-." They like- 
wife Pledged Chrift being called the firji 
born of all the creation %. 

I fhall conclude this article with obfcrv- 
ing, that, if what Theodoret fays be true, it 
will be probable, that the Arians imagined 
that there was fomething unfavourable to 
their fentiments in the epiftle to the He- 
brews 3 for he fays that they thought it tt 
be fpurious §. 

yivravloi tcu^ov iKii<T^cu xtkq th ^\m 'sral^o^. Opera, vol. I* p. 
I20: 

Hufio; zukfft fjLS a^x*^ o^^^ ^^ ^^i ^f/o'' ot^^* Sermo Major, de 
fide Montfaucon's CoUeftio, vol. 2. p. 10. 

X Nomen primogenitus fimplicioribus objicientes. 
Coll. I. 15. Cyrilli Alex. Thcfaurus, lib. 10. cap. 3. 

T«v a^roroXuwv T^uvleg ypafAfxaluVi km tw 'et^oj "E^^aing smro>an 
rav T^iTTuv aTroHpivovIe;^ km vo^ov raulnv a^c«a^w7f^, Ad . Heb. L 

I. Opera, vol. 3. p. 542. Ed. Hal3e\ 

SEC- 
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s E c T I o :n IV, 

Of the Arguments of the Orthodox agajnji 

the Arians^ 

HAVING feen on what principles 
the ancient Arians defended their te- 
nets, and particularly what advantage tliey 
took of the received language of the ortho- 
dox, I fhall likewifegive a view of the light 
in which the orthodox of that age confider- 
cd the principles of Arianifm ; by which 
means we (hall have a pretty clear idea of the 
nature of the controverfv. 



The capital argument of the orthodox 
was, that the Son, being the logos of God, was 
the proper reafon of the Father, and there- 
fore could not have been made out of no- 
thing, but muft have been from eternity in 
him, and confubjlantial "wiih him. Eufebius 
fays, " the Father produced the Son from 
***hiipfelf *." ** God the Father," fays 

* AiSjf f| taJtt ymtiva^. Dc Laudibus Con. p. 746. 

P 2 B.uf£nu8, 
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Ruffinus, " is, therefore, the true God, and 
** the Fatbef of truth, not creating from 
** within, hnt generating the Son from what 
** he himfelf is, as a wife man generates 
** wifdom, a righteous man righteoufnefs, 
** &c. as light generates fplendor, and as a 
** man generates a word [or thought]*/' 

Cyril of Alexandria fays, ** If the Arians 
** attack us, and afk whether there be fwo 
•* that are unbegotten, and on our faying 
** there is only one, and that one the 
** Father, they fay that then wc make 
*** the Son a creature ; we anfwer. If the 
•* Son be the wifdom, the power, and the 
** word of the Father ; and the word, wif- 
** dom, and power were always in the Fa- 
•* ther, the Son cannot be faid to be made 
'• afterwards ; but he is God of God, and 
*' light of light. So that the begotten is 

* Eft ergo dcus pater vcrus, tanquam veritatis pater, 
non extrinfecus creans. fed ex eo quod ipfe eft filium ge- 
nerans, id eft, quia fapiens, fapientiam, quia juftus jufti- 
tiam, quia fempiternus fempiternum, quia immortalis im- 
inortalem, quia invifibilis ihvifibilem, quia lux fplendorem 
quia mens veibuin. In Symbol. Opera, p. 172. 

** from 
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** from him that is unbegotten, and from 
** him that was not made, himfclf alfo not 
" made^/' 

It was acknowledged by the orthodox, 
that many of the ancient writers had ex- 
preflecj themfelves as if they had confidered 
Chrift as being ,a proper creature ; but it 
was obferved, that what was innocent in 
them, was not fo afterwards. Bafil fays, 
that " many words were innocently ufed in 
** former times, of which the heretics now 
** take advantage.; as the words creature^ 
*' and a work^ &c. f'* 

*1SiAriani nos aggrediantur, interrogantes utrum unum 
fit quod ingenitum eft, an duo : ut quum* unum certe 
dixerimus, et in patrem id retulerimus, inter creaturas 
filium connumerare cogamur : fic refponderq oportct.— 
Si fapientia ct virtus, et verbum patris filius eft, eratque 
femper in patre verbum, et fapiefltia et virtus, non eft 
facSus poftea filius, qui fic appellatur et fic eft. Sed quem- 
admodum ex deo deus, et de lumine lumen effulfit : fic 
ex ingenito genitus, hoc eft, ex non faSo non faflus; 
Thcfaurus, lib. i. cap. i. Opera, vol. 2. p. 215. 

t Aio Sy] >^ 'moX'^ag av eu^oig snei ^mag-i rag wv roig at^iliHOtg 
fisyirnv vT.%m 'aa^exofJi'ivo^ • a$ to klt<TfjLa^ x} to moirifAa^ fcat » rt 
ToiiHov. Epifti 61. Opera, vol. 3. p. loi, 

P 3 Gregory 
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Gregory Nazianzcn fays, that ** accord- 
** ing tp the dodlrine of Arius, Chrift muft 
** not only be a creature, but the meaneft of 
creatures, being created merely for the 
lake of creating other things ; and adds, 
** that for the purpofe of creation, the mere 
** will of God was fufficient*/* 

Another great advantage which the or- 
thodox had over the Arians arofe from the 
latter confidering Chrift, though a creature, 
as having been the creator of the world, and 
entitled to be called God, and to be wor- 
fhippedt This arofe from their afcribing 
to their created logos^ all that had ^jeen 
afcribed to the uncreated one, which all the 
ancient Arians, without exception, • did. 
This, the orthodox faid, was fetting up 
another God, znd incurring the guilt of pofy* 
theifm I whereas their logos ^ they faid, was 
\Micreated, and being the logos of the Fa- 

* Ta Se oil fjmfa xai /JLV\ Kli<T(jLaloi jcmvov, aXXa x^ wavlav fSifffJM* 
%v isoiei^ otlifMls^a^ Eiyt Tiilcuv evzuiv y^fPi, }C^ 'sole^ (oaTre^ ofyava 
Tf^v/lu, 'fflffo Tftjv Tex,vilm 'sspols^ov hk ovla^ aJ^ av 0L>2^g yevofASva^ 
l« lAfi ri kli<Tai y aulm gf8X)j9ij Sc©-, hk idi cx^mM t« Qa^Jtff^aa. 

Or. 13. p. 209, 

ther^ 
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ther, was one with him^ fo that they did not 
make two different Gods. This charge .we 
find from the earlieft ftage of this cdntro-* 
vorfy to the laft. 

Athanafius reprefenti St. Anthony a$ 
laying " they, calling the logos which 
** is from the Father a creature^ do not 
*^ differ from the heathens, who worfhip 
** the creature inftead of the creator */* 
Hilary fays^ ^* Let the heretics blot out . 
** from the gofpel, / am in the Fat her , an 4 
*' (be Father in me^ and I and the Father 
** are one ; that they may either preach two 
/* Gods, or one God-f-." In this he has a 
view to both the Arians and the Sabellians, 
Bafil fays, " they who fay that the only be- 
*^ gotten is a creature, and then make a god ' 

* Tfjieif yofi tU9'sStvlig^ xf irtovoi ers * sxsivoi h Muryia ysyoSkg 

9vlsg TTi x?<7£< 'aofa rov jfh(ravla ^eov. Vita Antonii, Opera^ 
vol. 2. p*49i* 

t Deleant haeretici cvangelicam filii dc fe profeffioncm ! 
•go in patre, et pater in me ; et ego ct pater unum fu- . 
mus ; ut poffiat vel duos decs praedicare, vel folum. Lil^, 
7. p. 151. 

P4 of 
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*' of him, and worfhip him; by wor/hip- 
*' ping the creature rather than the creator, 
*' evidently introduce heathenifm ; but," 
alluding to the unitarians, *^ they who deny 
" the logos to be God of God , while they 
** confefs the Son in word^ they in rea- 
** lity deny his exiftence, and renew Ju- 
*' daifm*/' 

" To make a created god," fays Gregory 
Nyflen, ** is an agreement with the error 
** of the heathens f ." ** The Arians/* fays 
Epiphanius, " are the moft impious of all 
«' heretics, who divide the Son from the 
** Father's fubftance, and therefore make 
** him another principle \''' ** We," fays 



• 



avli^ ra rav cXXr?va)v afltfc^g egrsta-ayaaiv . ot 3f rov sk $£» ^eov K7ya9 
a^vHfjLiyniy k^ ovofiali (aiv OfioXoyisvlB; viCVy s^a 3k km aXn^eta mv 
tnra^iiv a^elavk^y rov iH^cujfjLov rsoC^v cxvavzHvlai^ Horn. 27. 
Opera, vol. i. p. 519. 

t Ta fiBV yot^ tSirov ava'ffXarleiv Scov, t>ij ruv H»wfi)v aTTokg 
^uvnyof®- ymlau. Contra Eunomium, Or. 12. Opera, vol. 

- 2. p. 300. 

X A^£iOfjL2\ilai Je 01 nBovloiif a(rs^ei-ciloi^ oi rov viov amo ryv; 'sicSpaag 
Maia; iiat^m^ not aTrd^ginv To^fconOe;) hk a^iitcri rov mov ofjLolifMv 
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Ambrofe, " fay there is one God, not two, 
** or three, like the impious herefy of the 
*y Arians, which falls into the very guilt 
*^ with which it charges others. For he 
** fays there are three Gods, who feparates 
*' the divinity of the trinity*/' Agreeably 
to this, Auftin writing againft the Arians*, 
quotes. Hear, O IfraeU the Lord thy God is 
one Lord, and then fays, ** Why will yoti 
*' make us two Gods, and two -Lords ? You 
'*' fay that the Father is Lord and God, and 
*' you fay that Chrift is Lord and God. I 
*^ afk, whether thefe two are one ? You 
** ahfwer, they are two Gods. It remains, 
*"* then, that you eredt temples and images 
*' to them-f." Fulgentius alfo confidered 

twm T6) 'Z3'a7f/, sJe £« Tr\; ntna^ ts ^ezl^o; aJlov yey mno'^ou. An- 
coratus, feit. ii8. Opera, vol.2, p. 120. 

* Unum ergo deum, nqn duos aut trcs decs dicitnus, ut 
impia Arianoriitn hxretis dum criminatur incurrit. Tres 
enim deos dicit, qui divinitatem feparat Trinitatis. De 
Fide, cap. i. Opera, vol. 4. p. 114. 

f Audi Ifrael, dominus deus tuus, deus unus eft. Quid 
nobis vultis facere duos deos et duos dominos ? Dicitis 
dominum patrem^ et deum patrem, dicitis dominam 
Chriftum et deum Chriftum: interrogo, utrum ambo 
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the Arians as worfe than the Sabellians, 
" Thefe,"^ fays he, " did ill to join the 
** divine perfons, but the Arians did worfc 
** to feparate them*." 

It is alfo with great juftice that the or- 
thodox expofed the dodrine of the Arians 
on the idea of a creature being capable of 
creating. Auftin fays, *• If Chrift was tnade^ 
** he muft have been made by himfelf ^ for 
•* without him was not any thing made 
*« that was madef.*' " If the power of 
<^God," fays Cyril of Alexandria, ** cannot 
*' be received by the nature of a creature, 
*^ how can a Son created but of nothing be 
»* capable of this, according to you J?'* 

fimul unus fit ? Refpondetis, duo dii : fupereft ut cis ct 
templa et idola faciatis. Contra Max. Opera, vol. 6. 
p. 683. 

* Quia et Sabellius male conjunxit, et Arrius fceiera* 
tius feparavit. Adv. Pent. p. 719. 

+ Noli putare faftum efle inter omnia : nam fi et ipfe 
fa£lus eft) non per ilium fa£la funt omnia ; fed inter 
cetera faftus eft ipfe, Ser. 3. Opera, fuppU p. 32- 

X Verum fi capi non poterat dei virtus a natura crea- 
turarum, quomodo clreatus a nihilo iilius capax ejufdem 
fecundum vos eft ? Thefaurus, lib, 4* cap. 2. Opera, 
vol. I. p. 265. 

Gregory 
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Grcgofy Nazianzea emphatically fays, 
** he is not God who is created; nor can 
** he be our mafter, who is our fellow- 
^* fervant*. 

Athanafius fays, ^* there is no created ma- 
** ker of all things. For all things were 
*' made by the logos ; but he could not make 
, ** all things if the logos himfelf had been 
*' made. Nor can angels create, being them- 
** felves created, though Valentin us, and 
** Marckm, and Bafilides think fo, ^nd you 
" are imitators of thepi •[•/' 

He charges the Arians with divcfting 
the Father himfelf of his divinity, by 
depriving him of his logos, and denying 
that he is properly a Father. After fpeak- 
ing of Arianifm as the word of herefies, 
he fays, " fome err in one refpedt, and 

* Ou yaf Seof to tSt^ofisvoV't bh ^savrolixov ro oyuoiiiKov, Or. 13 . 
p. 210. 

X078 ysyoysv * hk av t^aurocfjLEVH «; aulu ra vavlc^ a t^ oluIh 
Xoy®" TOW fSio'iAoOm nv ' ah ya^ »3e ayyB>ai iififUH^iv iurnvTovlai 
f3i(rfjLsi ovle^ hou avloi * xav OuaXEvlivO't xai Mapmtav^ xai ^oLffO^h^g^ 
roiexula fpovcixn * km vfMig^ otsiwv (ri^ulcu T<09^avd£. Contra 
Arianos, Or. 3. vol. i» p, 392, 

** Others 
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** others in another. Some, like the Jews, 
** fay that the Lord was never incarnate.* 
** This alone, with great madnefs, attacks 
** the divinity itfelf ; faying, that there ib 
** no logos, and that God is no father*." 
But this argument feems to afifedt the uni-: 
tarians as much as the Arians. 

It was on the idea of the Arians fetting 
up two principles of divinity^ and thereby 
making more Gods than one, and of the 
Sabeliians making no diiFerence between the 
pcrfons of the trinity, that the orthodox 
always reprefented themfelves (as I have 
obferved) as holding the middle between 
two extremes* The idea occurs a thoufand 
times in their writings. They are con- 
ftantly guarding their hearers againft; con^ 
founding the perfons with Sabcllius, or fe- 
parating them with Arius. Thus Gregory 
Nazianzen fpeaks of the orthodox, as " in 

(AYih tov S^ov ^cSega uvou^ Contra Arianos, Or. i. Opera, 
vol. I. p. 300. 

I *• a middle 
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*^ a middle way between Sabellianifm on 
** the one hand, and Arianifm on the other, 
" the former confounding the perfons, and 
** the latter dividing them*/* Again, 
Tpeaking of the fupreme power, he fays, 
** it confifts of the cattfe^ the demiurgus, and 
** the perfeSier, I mean the Father, Son, and 
** Holy Spirit ; which are neither fo far 
^^ removed from each other, as to be fepa- 
** rated by nature, nor fo clofcly united as 
^* to be circumfcribed within one perfon. 
*' TJhe former is the Ariah atheifm, and 
** the latter the Sabellian -j-.'* 

On this principle, he, as well as many 
others, compares the Sabellians to Jews, 
and the Arians to Gentiles. Ifidore Pelu- 

* U^offMovHfjLsv av trods^a, xca uor, km aym. 'mEUfjutj rag (im 
i3io7?i]a5 %«f<foi'7Ef, tmlBi it ttiv ^eohfJa. xati^i «j €v ra r^ia auva* 
^£i^o/*ey, iva fin my XaC£^^« vqcov vorrvrayLtv ' Se iicu^HfUv sig-T^ia 
oi^vha xai a^Xol^id^ tva (m ra A^em (MvafJLiv. Or. 29* Opera^ 
p. 489. 

Moa irifAUs^u xai TtkaoTTom^ T» 'araT^i ;^7« xai t« i/tu Mfiu ta; aym 

a3w5 irsvoilai', «? stg bv ^poa-uTTOv 'sre^iy^apea^at* To fxsv yaf tti^ . 
AfnavKx;, TO h TJJ5 SafiMwnwPwj oSewtj gnr^ Or. 24. p. 428. 

iiota 
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fiota alfo fays, *^ Let this be faid, that Sa- 
*^ bcllius and the Jews may be filenced, and 
^^ thofe ^hat Arius, Eunomius, and the 
** Gentiles, may be demoliflied */* 

The orthodox Fathers Were perpetually 
complaining of the difficulty they were in 
between the two extremes of Arian ifm and 
Sabellianifm, and of the addrefs which it 
required to keep clear of them both. Hi- 
lary is particularly pathetic on this fubjedt. 
•* I am always," fays he, ** in danger, aU 
** ways^ in fear of falling into ftraits, or 
*' caverns, or of being entangled in fnarcs. 
** For when I preach, according to the law, 
** the prophets, and the apoftles, that there 
** is but one God, Sabellius is upon me, 
** ready to feize upon me, and devour me 
^* whole, as a moft delicious morfel ; but 
*' if, preaching againft Sabellius, I deny 
" that there is only one God, and acknow- 
•^ ledge that the Son of God is truly God, 

* Ta fjov yag sipDlau ivct Safc?^®- kou Ih^moi sTrirapuj^iTt^ 
lft>. 3. Opera, p. 267. 

'' the 
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** the new hercfy waits for me, and tell* 
*• me that I preach two Gods*/* 

Arianifm was always confidered as a new 
berejy^ and unitarianifm as an old one. Am* 
brofe fays, that " the Arians were the anti-i 
•* chrift Intended by John, being the laft of 
** the herefies, and drawing poifon from 
** them all f/' 

Theodoret having diftributed his work 
on heretical fables into fivt parts, and hav- 
ing mentioned his treating firft of the fe6t 
of the Gnoftics, then that of the unitarians^ 
from Ebion to Photinus, as holding oppo- 
iite bpinions ; then thofe who held middle 

* Mihi vero, aut in augufii^ decidere^ aut in defofia 
Iticidere, aut plagis illaqueari, Temper in pericuio fempcr 
in metu eft. Praedicaturt) enim fecundum legem et pro- 
phetas et apoftolos unum deum, adeft mihi Sabellius, to- 
turn me fub hujus verbi' profeffione, tanquam deiidcratum 
cibum morfu foeviiEmo trapfvorans. Negantcm me rurfum, 
contra Sabellium, unum deum, et confitentem verum deum, 
dei filium, expedat nova haercfis, et a me duos deos ac 
pra^icari. De Trinitate, lib. 7. p. 131. 

f Et Joannes dicit haereticos efie anticbriftos Ariano^ 

' utique defignans. Hxc enim hserefis poft omnes baereTc^ 

caepic, •t ex omni tiaerffi venena coUegit. Opera, vol. 4* 

opinions 
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opinions between them, fays, ** In the 
'* fourth place I fhall explain the later 
*' herejies^ viz. thofe of Arius and Euno- 
" mius*." 

I do not, indeed, find any fuch pretences 
to high antiquity made by the Arians, as 
the unitarians laid claim to. They only 
appeal to the language of the fcriptures, 
which all perfons interpret fo as to favour 
their own opinions, and fuch expreffions of 
the orthodox Fathers, efpecially Clemens 
Alexandrinus and Origen, as have been al- 
r'eady mentioned, and which I have fhewa 
to be fufficiently agreeable to the ortho- 
doxy of the age in which they lived ; the 
principles of which were very remote from 
thofe of Arianifm. 

One of the weak fides of the orthodox 
hypothcfis, was the ftrefs that was laid upon 
the difference between generation and crea- 
tion. From this the Arians had derived 
confiderable advantage, efpecially with re- 

fnfju, koa EyvofAHi<, nai caat ftt7 sKuva^ e<piA:c-av» Opera, vol. 4. 
p. 188. 

fpedl 
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fpcdt to what is faid concerning wifdom in 
the book of Proverbs. In the tranflation of 
the fcptuagint we read the hard created 
me the beginning of his ways y which Certainly 
bad the appearance of making this wifdom 
(or Chrifi^ fuppofed to be intended by it) 
a creature. In what manner the orthodox 
ii^ferpreted this paflage, fo as to evade the 
force of the argument, without rejefting 
the tranflation of the feptuagint, we have 
ftcn already. Here I fhali only obfervc, 
that, notwithflanding the diflike which the 
orthodox had for the tranflations of Aquila, 
Theodotion, and Symmachus, as being uni- 
tarians, they were glad to avail themfelves 
of their interpretation of this paflage. For 
they rendered it, the Lord possessed mf 
the beginning of his ways, a rendering which 
is much approved by Eufebius */* 

Wfot 09 rrpf sSgaacpw a»aymcrw tt vsfisxno'av To^ uStat ya. • 2(om 
nie T«y 'rnitm e^fAamvhv, ravk Tig usx^^aa m uin • aulota J* xy o 
/tfv AxOha^^f^i^ Vihi(rdkiAt xifcO^v tuv oietv ouiu^ ti^ntiSf . oSe 
XvfAfxaxoh m/pog $Hk(ralo fAB afxnv o$yv avla . o h 06o3b7wv, tcvgios 
mhiffdloiA$ ofxnv oh o^uIh.' Ec. Theol, lib. 3. cap. 2. p. 152. 

Vol. IV. Q^ T^'bat 
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That the v/ov^ made does not always im* 
ply a proper creation ^ the orthodox attempted 
to prove from other paflages of fcripturc j 
and the extreme weaknefs of their reafon- 
ing may ferve to (hew how much they felt , 
themfelves prefled by this argument. <.Cy- 
ril of Alexandria fays, " We read that God 
** is Jwj^(? a refuge, but this does not imply . 
"that God was created*.'" That Chrift'. 
was only generated, and not made, Auftia 
proves from its being faid, /^ This day is 
** born unto us a Saviour^ not made+." Hi;. 
lary alfo proves that '* Chrift was hot made 
** out of nothing, but was derived from tfia 
*^ fubftance of the Father, becaufe he faid, 
**i came forth from the Fat her l." 

^ Etfaiftus eft mibi dominus in refugium ? Nunquid' 
cdiicedfis faftum eflc dcum. De Trinitate, lib. 4. Opera, 
vol. 2. p. 422. ' . , 

+ Chriftus non fadus fed natus eft, dicente angelo pafto- 
ribus.^.-ecce.natus eft vobis hcdie falvator qui eft Chriftus 
domjrxus. Queftiones exN. T. 50. Opera, vol. 4. p. 735. 

X Qiiod dixit: ex* patre exivi, et veni, utrum ambigui- 
tatem rdiquerit, quin intelligeretur non aliunde quam ex 
paire eflequod deus eft. — A patre enim venifle>) et ex dco 
cxiffe, non.eftiignificationis ejufdem : et quantum intereft 

inter 
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That Chrift had a proper human foul, 
' having the fame afFedtions with the fouls of 
Other men, the orthodox proved from our 
Saviour being faid io grieve, and to be in an 
agony, &c. Thus Athanafius,in anfwer to the 
Apolliharians, alledges Chrift being dijlurbei 
infpirit. *' This," he fays, ^* cannot arife 
^* either from the infenfible body, or the un- 
*' changeable Godhead */' In anothef place 
he alledges, againft this part of the Arian 
fyftcm,that, according to it, the divinity muft 
have fuffered and have rifen from the dead^. 
"How cscn any one fay that the body of Chrrft 
" was without foul^or without underftanding 

inter nafciet adeffe, tantum a fe uterque fermo difcernitur : 
cum aliud fit a deo in fubftantia nativitatis exifTe, aliud fit 
a patre in hunc mundum ad confummanda falutis noflrae 
facramenta venlfle. Lib.6. p. 108. 

* Km ^ag nv Pu/Tra/^w©-, mu a3>v*o»ajy, xcu 'n^asux^fx^®'^ teat 
da^ay^ it tw wfeufxcxli o lYitTag yey^afjrlM , rauia 3V a7E (Ta^Hog 
avofnk oa «>ii 8*?£ S£o7>3®" oS^ETrJa^ a»uz ^vxiig voyktiv f^scnj^, t^tth* 
ptiviw^ ncu TOfoerrlo^svmt hcu aS^vj^aovi xat vot^co^ ETrcuo'^avo/Aitvnv fH ' 
'araSra;. Dc Incarnatione, Opera, vol. i. p. 628. 

•|- Affci®' h fTo^na yussm trpoj aTTOKpjfnv mj SeW®- ofi^jXoyet . 
mil & T« scoAiv sv vfjuv av^f «wrjf, Tjflgri Tng ^^X'^ '^^ ^^^ ^ (to^mi 
Xcy« ytyovtvoR'i rnv t¥ 'va^g foncriv km tw tf aJi* avarotaxt rh Ssc- 
li7i vfd&m^^ rQ?^ouv$ Ibid. p. 635, 

0^2 '' —Terror, 



12% Of tie Arlan Controverjy. Book ItT. 

** — Terror^ and grief, and anxiety, arc affec- 
** tions of the foul ; labour, and ileep, and 
** wounds are of the body, the weaknefs of 
** the flefti*/* Epiphanius alfo, in the 
fame controverfy^ alledges, but with much 
Icfs propriety, i Cor. ii. 6. IFe have the 
mind of Chrijl ^ . Fulgentius argues, that 
if Chrifl had had only a body, and not a 
foul, he could not have faved more than the 
bodies of men ; but having recovered the 
inbole of the loft fheep, and not a part of it 
only, he infers that he was able to fave 
both;]:. He alfo obferves that, if Chrift 

Tofaxn yof xoi Xt/xtji wu ahtMvia^ 4'^X'^^ voffrtfJuOa * Horog h mm 
UTTvoit ueu rfvoii c^fjialoi^ tra^M^ off^twifkoiia. Anathemas, af« 
cribed to Gregory Thaumaturgus, Opera, p. 6. 

+ Ancoratus, feft. 76. Opera, vol. 2* p. 81. 

X Quapropter cum error ifte animae fimul intelligatur, 
et corporis, fi dei filius abfque anima rational! folam acco** 
pit hominis carnem, inferiorem partem illius ovis domum 
retulit, meliorem vero (quod abdt) errori perpetuo dereli- 
quit: nam manifeftum eft, quoniam hoc revocavit, quod 
propriis humeris rcportavit : A autem ipfe totam fe profi- 
tetur ovem propriis humeris impofitam reportalTc, totus 
homo cognofcatur in Chrifto : quoniam tunc eft hominis 
credenda redemptio: ft in filio dei fufcept onis humanse, id 

eft. 
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had not had a. human foul, there would have 
been nothing extraordinary in his being 
\¥ithout fin, as the divinity cannot poffibly 
fin ♦. That all the orthodox Fathers held 
that Chrift had a proper human foul, as^ well 
as a human body, I have produced abundant 
evidence. Vol. 2. p. 198. 

Laftly^ Athanafius urges the Arifins with 
the conformity of their principles to thofe 
of the Gnoftics, on the idea that, according 
to them, Chrift was a being of the fame 
nature with the angels. *' If,*' fays he, 
^* ^he Son be not of the things that are 
^* made, but of the Father's cflence, the 
*• reafoning of the Arians concerning the 
** word made is foolifli 5 and if they im- 
" pudently aflert that it is ufed only by 
•* way^f comparifon, and that things -corn- 
eft, ovta illius reportatae, non defuit plenitudo. Ad Tra- 
fimundutni lib. i. cap. lo. p. 451. 

* Nam fi dei filius animam faumanam in camb fufcep* 
tione non habuit, et hoc beatus Petrus de ejus creditur 
divinitate dixifle, quid eft, qUod pro magno in }audem di- 
dtur Chrifti ? Quia divixiitas ejus immunis efle potuit a 
labe peccati, cum dei fit proprium, non folum non peccare» 
ft4 ftiam a peccato iaivare. Ibid. cap. li, p. 452. 

Q^ 3 " pared 
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** pared muft be fimilar, fo that 'the Son 
*' mufl be of the fame natqre with the aa.- 
*« gels, they odght to be the more afliamed, 
" as adopting the opinions of Va.kntinus^ 
** Carpocrates, and other heretics; of v/hom 
*' the former faid, that the angels' were of 
*' the fame nature \\ith Chrift, and the 
** latter, that angels were the makers of 
«* the world. For they muft have le^ne^ 
V of them to compare the logos of God 
** with the angels. But they who ima- 
*'gine fuch things are put to fhame by 
** the Pfalmift, who fays, Who among the 
** Sons of God is like unto the Lord; who 
** among the gods is like unto thee, 
*'Lord*?" 

i^m yEwrifjLa o viog^ fjiB^jLoJoucJIai rot; A^Eiavoi^ u ^s^i th ymfJ^sv^i 
^^o^acriq . Kav ya^ ev riiloig aux^^^'^^i ^ta^(i)vlcci 'ZcaTuv Xcygiv auy* 
HpiliHcog ei^a^ai Ta ^a * nai ^la Tiilo men to auyKgLvOf/£va Qfioy€VK\ 
«5"£ 70V vm m; rcov afyiT^cov sivai futreug^ aiax^^'^^^ovlcu fAev zi^onYH- 
/tt£ya)$ c^ ra Oi/a^£v]iva ttai KccgTroH^otla xai tcuv aX>MV aifBlifCGjv {nXsv- 
Ie^, Kat (p^sfyofisvoi . m o fjisv lag afythag oj/ayevei; EipriKe tu Xf*r*.« 
h Ka^'TTOK^cciiig oiyEXs^ t« Hoa-fAH Sij/^sf y«j sivai ^no't . 'Sjcxp ouim 
ya^ urcog fjLo^ovleg xai iiloii, cuyK^w^i rov ra Ben hoyovroi; alye><oig • 
aX^ evlga7rYio''aflai roiowla ^avla^OfiEvoi ^a^a fitv ta vpLvcaSa ?£yovlo^% 
vig OfjKia^£ai ra Hv^m tv viotg Sea^ hoi T,g ofAotog aoi ev ^soi$fiv^ 

Con. Ar. Or, 2. p« 363. 
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SECTION V. 

General Obfervations on the Arian Con^^ 

troverjy. . 

^THHUS have I given the beft view that 
" * I have been able to coUcdl of the 
principles on which the Arian controvcrfy 
^as conduced in early times ; and the 
jfollpwing circuaiftances clearly prove, that, 

• ■ ^ - 

notwithftanding the advantage which. the 
Arians derived from the conceffions and 
abfurdities of their antagonifts, their doc- 
trine was really a novel one. All the or- 
thodox Fathers before the age of Arius 
confidered the logos which made the world, 
and which was the medium of all the di-j- 
vine comimunications to the patriarchs, as 
having been the proper attribute of the 
Father^ and therefore uncreated. They alio 
all fuppofed that Chrift had a human foul, 
as well as a human body, and that the logos 

was' united to the man^ and not to the body 
©nly. 

0^4 The I 
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The Arian doarine, therefore, that Chrift, 
or the logos, was a created fuper-angclic 
(pirit, the creator of the worjd, and the 
medium of the divine communications to 
the patriarchs, &c. (which all the Arians 
of that age believed ; for, a& I have more 
than once obferved, they all transferred to 
their created logos^ whatever had been fup* 
pofed to h^vc been the office of the uncre^ 
fifed gne) and that thip great fpirit animated 
the body of Jcfus in the place of a human 
foul, was altogptber a novel dodlrinc, and 
not older than fhg age of Arius himfelf. 

As to the do£J;rine o^ Chrift bping a prci- 
cxiftent A^per-angelic fpirit, and not the 
creator of the world, or not the n)edium of 
the divine cpmrnunicatlons to the patrif 
arphs, it is much more novel ; probably 
pot older than a (ingle century. - In the 
fame predicament alfo is the notion that 
the great powers of this fuper-angelic fpirit 
were in a ftate of fufpenfion, fo that while 
ppon earth he was reduced to the condition 
pf a rpgre human foul ; a ftrange notion, 
Tvhich nothing but tbp moft infuperablc 

difficyUies 
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diiHculties attending ^the original Arian^hy- 
pothefis^ could have led any man to adopt. 

That" the Arian dodlrine, in any form, 
was not older than the age of Arius, is an 
infuperable objedlion to its truth, or to its 
being, the doctrine of the fcriptures. For 
they were always admitted to be the rule of 
faith by all chriftians. And certainly thofe 
who lived neareft to the age of the apof- 
tie?, for whofe ufe the books of the New 
Tcftament were written, and who had not 
^he difficulties that we labour under, of 
learning foreign languages, and inveftigating 
ancient cufloms and ancient idioms, to em- 
barrafs and miflead them, mufl:' have been 
better qualified to underftand the true fenfe 
of fcripture than we are. Can that, then^ 
be the true fenfe of fcripture (how much 
fpever we, with all the prejudices of edu- 
cation about us, may fancy it to favour any 
particular hypothefis) which, it is evident, 
no perfon in the three firft centuries put 
upon it ? This confideration ought cer- 
tainly to check the confidence of thofe who 
are evejf fo well fatisficd that their dodlrine 

is 
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^34 OftbeArianControverfy. , Book IV, 

is taught in the fQfiptures, .,,Mi)ch .IX^)re 
ought it to ftagger .thofe whcrie tjc^^ions 
had no exigence before the reformaj^ion, 
which is the cafe with many of the modern 
Arians. 

On the contrary, it cannot be denied^ 
that the great body of the common people 
in early times were properly unitarians^ 
that their do<3:rine exifted and prevailed in 
the time of the apoflles, and that they had as 
great a veneration for the books of the New 
Teftament as we can have at this day ; and 
yet they never found in them that dodrinc 
of the pre-exiftence of Chrift, which many 
now think to be clearly and repeatedly 
taught in them. This is certainly an argu- 
ment of great weight in favour of the uni- 
tarian interpretations of thofe particular 
texts,which, according to their literal mean- 
ing, feem to favour the dodtrine of pre- 
exiftence, and ought to lead us to fufpcft, 
that it is owing to nothing but our early 
prejudices, that fuch interpretations, on the 
firft propofal of them, appear unnatural. 

It 
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It is pretty remarkable that ikit common 
people feem to have taken little or no part in 
the Arian controverfy. For a long time at 
leaftj it was confined to the bi(hops and 
clergy. Indeed, the Arian doftrine W4S of 
fuch' a nature, that it was not likely to 
iptereft the common people, who were then 
generally unitarians. They Who had been 
accuftomed to confider the logos as nothing 
more than the wifdom and po*iper of God 
(which, we have feen^ was the cafe with all 
,the ancient unitarians) could not be fup<r 
pofed to take any part in a debate, in which 
the difputants on both fides agreed that the 
logos was a perfon, and the difference be-^ 
tween them was, whether he was cr^^/^i/, or 
uncreated. 

Neither does it appear that the Ariaa 
doctrine ferved as an intermediate ftage, by 
which the common people, who were uni- 
tarians, were brought to the trinitarian doc- 
trine, which was univerfally prevalent in of- 

« • , ■ 

ter ages i though this would not feera to be 
improbable, as it is vdry common at this 
day for perfons to pafs from Athanaii^Hiioi 

1 to 
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to Arianifm^ and then from Arianifm to pro- 
per Unitarianifm. 

It is evident, from the writings of Bafil, 
and efpecially from his letters, that the 
odium he lay under was chiefly with the 
common people, and that they were unita-> 
rians ; and there are many other marks of 
the more ignorant of the common people 
being unitarians in a very late period, but 
none that 1 have found of their being gene- 
rally Arians. Indeed, there was too much 
o{ philofopby in the Arian doftrine for the 
common people to enter into it. What a 
prophet was, a prophet mighty in word and 
deed^ they could underftand ; but the doc- 
trine of a created logos ^ 2l created creator^ muft 
have appeared ftrange to them ; though, 
perhaps, not quite fo much fo as that of a 
perfonified attribute. 

That the Arian dodlrine gave no more 
fatisfaAion to the learned unitarians than 
that of the orthodox, may be concluded 
from the peculiar animofity with which the 
Arians always purfued the unitarians, as we 
fee in the writings of Eufebius againflMar- 

cellus. 
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ccUus, and in the pcrfccution of Photinus, 
which was carried on chiefly by Arians* 
The fame may alfo be inferred froni the 
orthodox of that age fpeaking more favour- 
ably of the unitarians than they do of the 
Arians. 

Nor fs this fp much to be wondel-ed at j, 
for, befides the refpeift with which unita-^ 
rianifm would be treated as ^n ancient doc* 
trine^ and ftill held by the generality of the 
common people, the Athanafians thought at 
leafi that they were agreed with the unita- 
rians in an article which was deemed to be 
of much more confequence in that age than 
it was afterwards, which was the preferv- 
ing oi the uni^y of God . This the Athana- 
iians maintained that they did, by fuppofing 
the logos to be what the unitarians faid it 
was, viz. the wifdom and power of God the 
Father, differing from them only with re- 
fpcA to its perfonification. On the other 
hand, it has been feen, that they confidered 
the Arians as abfolutely polytbeijis, holding 
the dodrinc of two Gods i from which 
charge, while the Arians confider Chrift 

as 
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as the ma\er of the worlds and the objeB' tf 
frayer^ I do not Tec how they can excul« 
pate themfelves. No doubt, however^ a 
great part of the animofity of the orthodox 
againft the Arians^ arofe from the oppofi« 
tion they met with from them ; there 
being more men of learning among the 
Arians than among the unitarians. 

It is much to be lamented that there are 

• • • 

lio remains of any controverfy between thfe' 
ancient Arians and unitarians, efpecially of 
the conference between Photinus and Bafil 
of Ancyra, This would, no doubt, have 
thrown much Atore light than we now have 
on the fubjeft of thefe differences, and on 
the ilate of ancient opinions in general. 
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. OfthetJeftorian Qpntrpver^. 

HE cpinioii 6f ' Neftofiiis being 
nearly allied to that of the ancient 
unitarhii;i^9 it may not be improper to give 
fome account of iti arid , of the coittroverfy 
that was occafibned by it. 

TPlie matter of Ncftorius was Theodoms, 
bifh^p of Mopfueftia, who is faid to have 
held the faoie opinion before him *\ From 
what Facundus has faid in his j unification, 
it (hould feem that he was m.ore properiy^ 
aii unitarian^ fuch as Photinus was. But it 
is probable, that their doftrine was fo much ' 
alike, that few perfons in that age thought 
there was much difference between^ Jthern ; 
and .Th^odorus is faid to have hadTiis in- 
fl:ru(9:ion ffQcn Diodorus, biftiop of Tarfus, 
while he was & iprefbyter at Antioch +. 

* Ax^a ic; NErof « 3oy^, « i^ 'srfo Ncro^w mmfx^ i^c/je*79- 
/it£v©-. Photii. Bib. feft- 39. p. 23. 
I Lardner, Credibility, vol. 9. p- 351- 

Upon 
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Upon the condemnation of Neftorius^ 
his partifans, not heing able to avail them- 
{elves of his writings, publifhed thofe of 
Theodoi*us, in the Greek, Syrian, Arme- 
nian^ and Periian languages ; alfo an epiftle 
of Iba6, bifhop of EdefTa, and fome pieces of 
Theodoret, which they thought favourable 
to them. Thefe were generally denominated 
the three chapters ; and it was thought ne- 
ceiTary to hold a particular council for the 
purpofe of condemning them *. The fame 
is obferved by Juftinian himfelf, in his epif-. 
tie-f*. The Neftorians ftill prefervc the 
writings of Theodorus with great care, and 
coniider him as a faint of the firft rank %. 

There muft have been fomething very 
popular in the dodtrine of Ncftorius. Juf- 

* See the preface to the works of Juftinian, &c. by 
Bandini. 

f OTi T(Vi; TO NEropis wofia autyiroiv ^afOffTTomfjisvoi Sla ruv «fo* 
sip^fiepav^ flK/7ov Nfropwv, xj mv HoMoiciiav caula ua-cpyce/uf Bnsx^^f^j 
Tify offtStiav Tcav Hi<pa>^cum thIuv m kcAoT^kyi eukhurM 's^poaa^ovlEi, 

Vol. I. p. 6. 

J Mofheim's Hift. vol. 1 . p. 2o8« Jortin'a Remarks, 

vdL 4* P* ^SS* 

tiniaa 
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tinian fays, that he drew many into error *. 
Proclus, in an epiftle to the Armenians, 
A. D. 435, in which he condemns the er- 
rors of Neftorius and Theodorus of Mop- 
fueftia, did not, as Cave fays, mention the 
name of Theodorus, left he Ihbuld too 
much offend the Armenians, to whom his 
memory was dear f . 

Socrates fays, that *^ Neftorius was ac- 
•* cufed by many as making Chrift a mere 
** man, and as introducing the opinion of 
f* Paulus Samofatenfis and Photinus into 
^* the church %*' Marius Mercator alfo 
confidercd the herefy of Neftorius as *fin 
** part that of Paulus Samofatenfis, in part 
*' that of Ebion, that of Marcellus of An* 

+ Anno 435, data ad Armenos epiftola, Neftorii ct 
Theodori Mopfuefteni errores damnavit, intaAo tamen 
Theodori nomine^ ne Armenos, quibus cara erat iftius 
menioria, nimis oSenderet. Hiiloria jAt^nxh^ voU x« 

P-423 

Viv ijitO<inffuxv ayav. Lib, 7. cap. 32. p. 381. 

Vol. IV, R ** cyra. 
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** cyra, and Photinus*/' And Theodo-> 
rus de Rhaita fays, that '^ Theodoras of 
^^ Mopfueftia held Chrifl to be a mere man, 
<* who, by the grace of God, defer ved to be 
** called God f/' ** The Neftorians/' fays 
Cyril of Alexandria, *^ called Chrift him 
*' deiferus, a man bearing a GodX' — " a man 
^' adtuated and impelled by the deityt and 
•* that he worked miracles by a power not 
^* his own § 5" and that ** the fonihip 
*• and divinity of Chrift belonged to the 
*' logos only ||/' He likewife fays, that 
^* Neftorius afcribed the title oi Jan of God 
^^ in one fenfe to the logos^ and in another 

* Aut cuieft, vel fuit, vel erit.aliquando poffibile, per- 
fcrutari omnia, et omnia commemorare, quibus probetur 
non novella hunc, fed vetere, partim Pauli Samofateni, 
partim Ebionis, partim Marcelli Galatae, et Photini efle 
eum impietate diftortum. Epifl, p. 50; 

+ Qyi ct per gradus promovens, accepta a dec gratia 
promeruit nominari deus. Bib. Pat. vol. 8. p. 66i. 

X Si quifquam Chriftum deiferum hominem audit di* 
cere, et non magis deum fecundum veritatem, anathe-* 
ma efto. Epift. vol. 2» p. 26. 

§Ibid. 

it Ibid. p. 51. 

'' fcnfo 
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** fenfe to him that was born of a woman*," 
meaning the one by nature, and the other by 
adoption. According to Caffian, Neftorius 
faid, it was ** the Spirit that made Chrift 
** formidable to daemons +." -Recording 
to Theophylaft, JN^eilorius faid, that M .thrift 
** was deified after his refurredion J y' 
meaning probably, that he received power 
and glory as a God, in confequence of hi$ 
jfufferings, which' was the doSrine of the 
proper unitarians. 

On the other hand, if we may depend 
on Marius Mercator, Neftorius denied that 

}iis doftrine was the fame with that of Paup 

• •••■- 

lus Sam5fatea(is and Photinus, as they hel(l 

* Neftorius (Imulat quidem in exegefibns fuis dicere fe 
qnod unus filius, et unus domtnus, ftd filiationem ac dp- 
mination^m ad folum dei verbum refcrt.— -«— Non ficut 
Neftorius, qui alias deo verbo feparatim; alias ei qtri e$ 
muliere fit, tanquam alteri filio, adfcribit. Epift. p. 'i^t, 

f picis quoque quod (pirftus eum fecerit d^monibus 
metuendum. De Inca'rnatioti^, lib. 7. cap. ig. Opera, 
p. nil. 

X Hh £n l^sropio; Evlav^' o >^av^ oli /Asia rnv avixrcuriv z$eo7roiy&vi 
• Xp^fog, In John, cap. 6. vol. I. p. 648. 

R 3 . . ^ th« 



244 Of the Nejlorian Contrwerfy. Bo o k I V • 

that Chrift had no divinity at all*. He 
faid, *' it was a calumny by which he Was 
•' charged with afferting that Chrift was a 
^* mere man ; for that he was God and manf." 
According to CafTian^ alfo, Neftorius faid 
that ** Chrift was not a mian as Adam 
** was Ji.'* Apd if we may prcfumc that there 
IS a faithful reprefentatiop of the priqciples 
of Neftorius in the dialogue of Maxentius^ 
who fays, that " he fuppofed the word of 
** God to have been united to Chrift in the 
** womb of the virgin ||/* he did not in fad 
differ from the orthodox^ except in words. 
But he is much more generally reprefented 
as approaching to an unitarian. 

* Sic et cf^ apoftolorum funt pr^dicabis, et haeretico- 

rum prudentur efFugies, et fxiaxime qus funt Samofateni 

Pauli atque Photini, quae tu fci^e confingens, prorfus ig- 

noras* Npim ]Pau]us et Pbotin^t nefciunt filii deitatepi. 

Opera, p, 79. 

t Sed non nudushomo Chrillus, O calupiniator, fe4 
homo fimul et deus. Ibid, p* 61 • 

X De Incarnatione^ lib. 7. cap. 6. p* 1093. 

I Quia antequam nafceretur, non erat qui fieret domiiius, 

lice pofteaquam |)atps eft, fa£lu^ eft dominus, fed in ipfa 

prorfiis vulva unitione filii del fa^us eft dominus. Bib. 

ht, vol, |j p, S3«t ^, 

Clyca« 
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Olycas fays that Ncftorius confidercd 
Chriil as a mere man, who received the 
Spirit at his baptifm^. Juftinian^ quot- 
ing the words of Theodoras, reprefents 
him as faying, ^^ It is abfurd to fay that 
•' God was born of a virgin • for what 
^^ is that but to fay that he was of the 
** feed of David, made of the fubilance 
'* of the virgin, and formed in her j-/' 
This is of a piece with the remarkable fpeech 
of NeAorius, and fix others, at the council 
of Ephefus, *' We cannot call* him a God 
" who is only two or three months old J/*. 

TDr yfftfuwca hxx^f^ hf^fnfmf rrofftupuip tpa tmnc&niu^ fuu mim 
tam ndki vfwffjrnv tw xp^^^ Jexfl^oiw, mm cv oAi t» ficnTflifffulk 
ing T« mapoyta 'mvwfdalos it^iof ytifoyuem iidloxov^ Annales, pt» 
3-P-3t4S- 

1 En IJIS9 yof avoiihv to 'fw Stw » rT%. maf^em ysytvm^ 
>jt/uv ' TsJo yof aJcv ilifov snv, n i* c^gjuabf «flw ^^^T"" Aa^, 
«i Tuj jwwf? T115 'arofSevs TEkxfCfiw, iw« w «»h Ji^KTMr^o^/owi, 
i4>ift. p. 38. 

X Oh ivffctStig Kerof 105 ow si ofijof^<m calk iMyiv . Hi ^- 

pt. 4. p. 261. *-^ 

R3 It 
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It ftibuld fccm, however, that Neftorius 
would not cxprefsly fay, that Chrijl was not 
God, but only that iJuhat was born oj^ Mary 
was not fo. But his enemies drew the 
inference for him, **They," fays Jufti- 
nian, *• who do not acknowledge that the 
•* word of God was made fle(h, plainly 
•' make Chrift to be a mere man, and to 
** be the Son of God by favour only, ac- 
•* cording to the herefy of Neftorius, and 
** his mafte^; Theodorus*/' 

Caflian more particularly compares the 
opinions of Neftorius and thofe of the unita- 
rians, faying, " They maintain that Chrift 
•' was a man born of Mary, and thou the 
** fame. They fay that Chrift was made a 
•' Saviour at baptifm, thou that he became 
** the temple of God in baptifm. They do 
•• not deny that he was made God after his 
'^ fufFerings. Thou denieft that he was 

* .O; ?£ a'jlov Toy Bsov >^ov Evav^^(07rYi<rai /toj o/xo^^oyavlsg, ^avifoi 
UfTi TGv ;>cf irov t^i^av av^^uTTov ctvoi, xai xoSa xaf w viov ^ea ovofdo^io"' 

aula }.£y£i. Epift. p. l^. 
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** fo even after his afcenfion *.*' This was 
making him more heretical than the unita- 
rians. But then Caffian had no authority 
for faying that the unitarians held that 
Chrift was God, in any proper fenfe of 
the word, after his fufFerings. Indeed, if 
he was not God before, it was impofGblc 
that he (hould become fo afterwards. 

From all thefe circumftances, it is poflible 
that Neftorius might confider Chrifl to hzvt 
been as much a mere man as the proper uni- 
tarians did, till after his baptifm ; after 
which he faid that the logos (whom he 
perhaps confidered as the fecond p'erfon in 
the trinity) was united to him, fo that from 
this time he was the fame compound being 
that the orthodox fuppofed him to be. 
Juftinian fays, that ** Neftorius diftin- 
•* guifhed God the word from Cbrtjl a mere 

* 111! folitarium hominem ex Maria natum adferunt, et 
tu idem. lUi fervatorem aiunt per baptifmaXhrifium 
cfle fa£tum, tu in baptifmo templum dei fa£tum. Illi cum 
deum non negant fadum poft paffionem, tu negas eum 
etiam poft afcenfionem. De Incarnationei lib. 6. cap, 14. 
5. 1066. 

R 4 ** man. 
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'* man, and afcribed to the man only all 
'* the low things that were faid of him*/' 
But it will appear by his own arguments 
in defence of his principles, that whatever 
he might occafionally give out, he differed 
very little from the unitarians. 

It is fomething remarkable that, as the 
Pelagians were charged with being unita- 
rians, or Neftorians ; fo the Neftorians are 
likewife charged with being Pelagians, af- 
ferting, that ** Adam and Eve were created 
** mortal, and that none of their pofterity 
" receive any injury from their tranfgref- 
** fion-f-/' They who held this dodtrinc 

* Oi 3e Nerofwvoi 3i/o via; siaayeiv |38^o^8vol, xexa^t^fji£w; 
Hyko'i rev ^eov ^.oyov-, xai xf%wficr/t*£yw5 tcv x^irov ^j/^^ov avS^wTTor, 
uou fjLOva Tu av^^uTTu TA raTTBivcc aTTovsfjLWiv, Epift. p. y o. 

+ Quaellio contra catholicam fidem apud nonnullos 
Syrorum, et prxcipuc in Ciiicia, a Theodoro quondam 
cpifcopo oppidi Mopfuefteni jamdudum mota, nunc 
ufque penes paucos eorum admodum roditur, nee ea pa- 
lam profertur fed abipfis qui de ea fornicantur, velut ca- 
tholicis, intra ecclefias interim retinentur, progenitoreg 
videlicet humani generis Adam et Evam mortales a dco 
creatos, nee quemquam poflerorum fui praevaricationc 
tranfgreiB latfiffe, fed fibi tantum nocuiffe, fequc mandati 

reps 
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ire here fuppofed to have been in the 
Church. And' yet there are extant in the 
tranflation of Mercator, feme fermons of 
Neftorius againft Pelagius*. 

If we confider the arguments that Nefto- 
rius is reprcfentcd as making ufe of in the 
defence of his principles, we (hall not find 
that they differed at all from thofe of the 
unitarians. It is not even abfolutdy certain 
that he made any trinity in the godhead, or 
that he held the dodlrine of the perfonifi- 
cation of the logos. He certainly did not 
think that there was any proper divinity 
in Chrift, till after his birth, or indeed be- 
fore his baptifm. 

According to Cyril of Alexandria, Neito-. 
rius faid, *' How can he, who cannot be 
'* comprehended^ be confined in the wdmb 
"of a virgin +?" Urging the words of 
the gofpel. The book of the generation ofjefut 

reos apud deum fecifle, alterum penLtus nullum. Mar. 
MercatQris Commonitorium, p. 1 . 

* Opera, p. 119, &c. 

.f Quomodo qui comprehend! nequit in utero virginis 
c^mprehenfus eft. De Inca; nations, voL 2, p. 66. 

1 . Chn/f, 
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tius Pilate have con/pired*. He likcwijfe 
urged the abfurdity of fuppofing the logos 
to have been fuckled, and to increafe ia 
wifdom-f'. 

According to Caflian, Neftorius likewife 
argued from Chrift being faid to be ju/ltfied 
in thefptrit %. 

Thcodorus, who preceded Neftorius, faid, 
that being baptized into the name of Chrift 
was no more a proof that Chrift was God, 
than being baptized into the name of Mofes 
is a proof that he was God ; as we leal'n 
from an extract from a book of his, pro- 
duced at the council of Conftantinople, 

* Convcnerunt cnim vere in civitate ifta adverfum fanc- 
tum puerum tuum Jefum quern unxifti, Herodes et Pontius 
Pilatus. Maxentius, in Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 520. 

+ Nccefle eft cnim eos qui appropriationis nomen ita 
vexant, et in diverfum trahunt, deum verbum participem 
conftituere la£tationis, et incrementi paulatim accept!, timi- 
ditatifque tempore paffionis declarata, &c. Cyril of Alex- 
andria, £p. Opera, vol. 2* p. 2i. 

* X Jam primum enim hoc quod ais, quia juftitia reple- 
rerit quod creatum eft ; et hoc apoftolico vis teftimonio 
conrprobare^ quod dicat, apparuit in carne, juftificatus eft 
in fpiritu. De Incarnationc, lib. 7* cop. 18. p. mo. 
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A. D. $$2"^. He likewife faid that Tho- 
mas's exclamation. My Lord and my God, 
was no acknowledgment of the divinity <sf 
Chrift, but an expreffion of praife to Qod 
for raifing up Chrift from the dead f, 
Thefe are properly unitarian arguments, 

Neftorius evidently confidered Chrift as 
being a mere man in his fufFerings, ^* He 
*• faid he knew no God the word, the maker 
^ of all things, who was impaflible, invi- 
** fible, and unalterable, and not to be cir- 
** cumfcribcd, fufFering death on the crofs, 
•* on a vile piece of wood J/' In reply to 

* Ejufdem Theodori ex commento quod eft in aftis 
apoAoIorum, libro primo, in quo dicic, quod baptizari in 
nomine Jefu Chriftii fimiie eft fcripto illi, quod baptizatt 
funt in Moyfe, et vocari chriftianos, fimile eft illi, quod 
Vocantar Platonici, et Epicure!, et Manichaei, et N^rcio* 
niftae ab inventoribus dogmatum. Binnii Concilia, vol. 2« 
pt. 2. p. 57. 

+ Thomas quidem cum fic credidiffet, dominus meus et 
deus meus, dicit, non ipfum dominum et deum dicent 
(non cnim refurre&ionis fcientia docebat et deuhi efte eum 
qui refurrexit) fed quafi pro miraculofo h&o deum col- 
laudat. Ibid. 

X Quomodo deus verbum oninium conditor, impalpa- 
biliS) inviflbilis> inaherabilirque, et circumfcriptionem non 

fuftincni, 
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this janjguage of Neftorius, his aptagonift 
fcrupled nc)t to talk in a ftyle that nothing 
but the heat of controverfy would have led 
him to adopt. ** I anfwer," fays he, *' that 
*' the word of God fuffered death on the 
«' crofs, in his own flefh, that he might 
** deliver us from death and corruption*/' 
But when he explained himfelf, he only 
meant that the divine logos, without adtu- 
ally feeling any pain, only appropriated to 
itfelf the fufFerings of the body to which 
it was united, as has- been explained before. 
If this account of Neftorius's principles 
and mode of rfeafoning may be depended 
upon, he did not in fadt differ from the 
unitarians ; and the popularity of his doc- 
trine, and the fpread of it in the caft, may 
be confidered as a proof of the leaning that 
the common people ftill had for their ori- 
ginal principles. Sandius fays. It is eafy 

fuftinens, in vili ligno crucem paflus eft et mortem ? Re- 
fpondco. Verbum dei mortem et crucem in propria carne 
paflTum effe dicimus, ut nos amorte et corruptionc liberaret, 
Cyril of Alexandria, De Incar. Opera, vol. 2. p. 66. 
♦ Ibid. 

to 
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to prove that there, are five times more Nef- 
toria^ns than papifts.' Hift. p. 119. They 
were probably in all parts of Europe, as 
well as in Alia. It appears from the pro<^ 
ceedings of the council of Hifpalis^ A. D. 
^57, that there were both Nellorians and 
Eutychians in Spain it that time *. 
. If we confider the anfwers that were made 
to Neftorius, we fhall find that his oppo- 
nents went upon the fame principle that 
they would have done in anfwering Paulus 
Samofatenfis or Photinus ; except that his 
making a trinity in the divine Being laid 
him open to fome attacks^ tq which the 
proper unitarians were not expofed* 

Cafiian treated him as a proper unitarian, 
when, in reply to him, he faid, ** There 

* Tertia decima profecutione breviter narrandum pul»* 
vimus, ad refutationem eorundem haereticorum qui duas 
naturas Chrifti poft unionem delirantes confundunt, tt paf- 
fihilem in eo divinitatis fubftantiam aflerunt. Contra quo*- 
nun blafphemias oportet nos in una perfona Chrifti go* 
minx naturae prpprietatem ofienderei paffionemque ejus hi 
(Sla humanitatis fufceptione manifeftare ; ut ft forte aliqui 
((ultorum, hujus fententiae errore decepti funt, dum ifta 
legerint, refipifcant, re£laeque iidei veritatem firmiter te- 
fieant. Binnii Concilia, vol. 2. fit. 7,. p. 329. 

*' will 
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** will be no difference between Chrift and 
** the faints, as they had God in them ♦ •'* 
and fo did Theodoret, when he faid, that 
** Neftorianifm is a denial of the whole 
** OBConomy of the Son of God ; fince it 
•* was not God who undertook it : for the 
•* logos did not empty itfelf, nor afiume the 
*^ form of a flave/' Opera, vol. 5, p. 57. 
On the fame principle Cyril of Alexandria, 
in anfwer to Neftorius, fays, ^ If Chrifl 
** was a mere mat), how could his death 
** profit us -f . *' On the fame princi- 
ple alfo an orthodox bifliop in Zonaras, 
charged Neftorius with worfhipping a 
man +. 

But Neftorius being fuppofed to hold 
that there was a proper Son of God in the 
trinity expofed him to the objedtion of 

♦ Hoc modo ergo nihil inter eum et omnes qui fuerunt 
fanflos homines efle afleris : quia omnes utique fandli ho- 
mines deum in fe habuerunt. De Incarnatione, lib. 5. cap. 
3. p. 1021. 

^oiTTii fiMTiv cxy^iiaTni S^a7o;. Binnii Concilia, vol. i. pt» 
2. p. 45- 

X Kai mv Nsro^ra t« av^^aTroTsal^a iffgoTnyogisiV, p. 585. 

making 
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making two Cbrijis^ and two Sons of God, 
of which great advantage was taken by his 
opponents *. Theodoret, who was thought 
at one time to favour Neftorius, fays, that 
he fell under the fame cenfure. Becauie 
, he faid that there were two natures in 
Chrift, they charged him with holding 
that there were two Sons-f*. Cyril fays, 
** If there be two Sons of God, how 
** is the faith one, and baptifm one, and 
" into which of them are we baptifed % ?** 
In confequence of making two natures 
in Chrift, which was faid to be making 
two Chrifts, Neftorius was charged with 
holding a quaternity, infteadofa trinity }\. 
This quaternity, confifted of the three per- 

* Annon atque manifeftii&me duos efTe Chriftos dicit. 
Cyril of Alexandria, Epift. Opera, vol, 2. p. 48. 

Ttnpnim mag. Epift. 145, Opera, vol. 3. p. 1023. 

% Hag ie xM fua viri; ; n vu^ tv to ffaTrkcfAU ; ti 7^ vuh 9uo 
Stella Tivag sig riva ^sriTSvofAsv ; m; sxsivuv afjtoAiag s^ycv av un hsyut, 
m T6 Tmg aitOfJM peSuTrliCfJis^a i ucu tqi jSaTfh^fMhg ovlog tvog» 
Binnii Concilia, vol. i. pt. 8. p. 45. 

n Qua proptem trinitatem non quaternitatem adoramus. 
Cyril of Alexandria, Horn* Opera, vol. 2. p. 73* 

Vol. IV. S fons 
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fons in the orthodox trinity, one of which 
was the logos, or the Son, and the fourth 
was Jefus who was born of the virgin. 

Had Ncftorius contented himfelf with 
faying that there were two natures in Chrift, 
there would have been nothing in his doc- 
trine that could juftly have offended the 
orthodox of his agc; but it was his not 
making a fufficiently perfedl and infeparable 
union between the divine and human nature 
of Chrift, that gave the offence. The 
orthodox fuppofed that the hypoftatical union^ 
^s it was afterwards called, commenced at 
the moment of the exiftence of the human 
nature, or the very inftant of the concep- 
tion of Jefus ia the womb, and that it was 
never afterwards difTolved, not even by the 
leparation of the foul and body of Chrift 
by death. Whereas Neftorius coniidered 
Jefus as having been a mere man till the 
Spirit of God came upon him at his bap- 
tifm ; and alfo that he was a mere man in his 
fufFerings and death. Perhaps they thought 
that after Jefus was grown to be a complete 
map, it was too late for the hypoftatical union 

3 to 
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to take place. Other wife^ as all depended 
upon that union, it could not, one would 
imagine, have been thought to be of much 
cohfequence at what time that union took 
place. But as Theodorus is* quoted by 
Juftinian^ he did not make a fufficiently 
perfedl union between the divine and hu- 
man nature of Chrift. For he compared 

« 

it to the union between man and wife*." 
Juftinian had juft before obferved, that 
Theodorus ufed the term nature, when he 
ought to have ufed jft^r/J;i -f*. 

It is not to my prefent purpofe to 
take any notice of the doctrine Eutyches, 
who, in oppofition to the Neftorian doc- 
trine, of two natures in Chrift, held that 
he had only one nature. Both he and 
Apollinarius are faid to have had an opinion 
with refpedt to the body of Chrift, the 
fame with that of fome of the Gnoftics, 

* XI; T£ oittp Kv^o; iTTi TB TH ov Jf oj, xcu T»f ywcuMog fvmvj ag 
TE mcili eio'i iuby a>^^ o-a^i fd,^a^ eiTTOifAgv av Kcu^nfji£t; eiKolag xcQa 
Tov Tn$ emamg Xoyov-^ ug re axili Uffi 3l/o wpocr6yJ^a^ a>^ ev irikovoli 
Tfijv putjzm iicucEK^ifievm, Epift. p. 74. 

^av ^syovla* Ibid. 

S 2 viz. 
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vizi that it came from heaven, and was not 
derived from his mother. This opinion 
is afcribed to him, as well as to Valentinus, 
and Marcion, by Vigilius Martyr*, It ap- 
pears that the orthodox of that age had 
great difficulty in keeping equally clear ot 
the two oppofitc opinions of Neftorius and 
Eutyches, of which Vigilus Martyr makes 
gi:eat complaint t- 

* Quoniam Eutychiana haerefis in id impietatis prolapfa 
eft errore, nt non folum verbi et carnis unam credat effe 
naturam, veruni etiam hanc eandem carnem, non de facro 
Marine virginis corpore adfumptam, fed de ccelo dicat, 
juxta infandum Valentini et Marcionis errorem fuiffe dc- 
duiStam. Contra Eutychen, lib. r. Bib. Pat. vol. 5. 
p. 560. 

t Si enim paululum in utramque partem nutantia vo- 
lueris inferre veftigia, illico capieris. Inter Neftorii ergo 
quondam ecclefiae Conftantinoplitanae, non reftoris fed 
diflipatoris, non pafloris fed praedatoris facrilegum dogma 
ct Eutychetis nefarium et detcftabilem feftam, ita ferpea- 
tinae graflationis fefe calliditas temperavit, ut utrumquc 
fine utriufque periculo plerlque vitare non poffint, dum fi 
quis Neftorii perfidiam damnat Eutychetis putatur errori 
fuccumbere, rurfum dum Eutychianae haerefis impietateni 
deftruit, Neftorii arguitur dogma erigerc* Contra Euty- 
chen, lib. I. Bib. Pat* vol. 5. p. 5 16. 

V^hat 
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What is fomething more to my purpofe 
is, the language of Peter Fullo, who diftin- 
^uilhed himfelf by an addition to the famous 
trifagion, the fentiment of which was, that one 
of the trinity was crucified for us^ as this was 
thought to favour the unitarian dodtrine, in 
the form in which it was held by the Patripaf- 
fians, or the philofophical unitarians. That 
the divine nature of Chrift fufFered, we have 
ken to have been the language of Cyril 
of Alexandria and others who oppofed Nef- 
torius i and therefore it might be thought 
to be the higheft orthoidoxy of the times. 
But extraordinary as it may feem, the very 
fame expreflions were adopted by thofe who 
were moft highly orthodox, and by the phi- 
lofophical unitarians. Some of his contem- 
poraries fay, that Peter Fullo favoured the 
dodlrine of Neftorius and Sabellius. He 
is particularly charged with tlys by Fauf- 
tus, bifhop of AppoUonia^. By Juftin, a 

X E« 'sroMwv yap CTra^X'^ '^^ ^^ '^^ avotloMv y^afjLfjLoSa 
fSkJa/AfiSa, ra ayifjtaivovla viimv^ a^j^i v an ^sof^a to "sjo^ou aiuTrn* 

^paTTTKn^^ Hcti oil Eig to Mavixouuv ivyyM^ Af Eta te, hou ATToMtyai- 
^i^, Ho^i YiauM t8 XaiAoacSeu; 'srs^mex^^* Zonaras, p. 533. 

S3 bifhop 
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biftiop in Sicily, he was charged with hold- 
ing the opinion of Paulus Samofatenfis *, 
and by Pope Felix III. with going beyond 
Paulus Samofatenfis, Photinus, and Arte- 
mon-f-. But notwithftanding this, it is 
pretty clear that P. Fullo held a dodlrinc 
oppofite to that of Neftorius, viz. that 
Chrift had but one nature, which was the 
divine^ and confequently that this divine nar 
ture fufFered -, from which he and his parti- 
sans were called Theopafchiies, a word of 
the fame fignification in Greek that Patri-^ 
fajjtans is of in Latin, though they were ap- 
plied to very different kinds of men. Ni- 
cephorus exprefsly afferts, that Peter Fullo 
introduced the Theopafchite doftrine J. 

* Zonaras, p. 538. 

liO(rcilea;y lej ^coism^ jcJ Afsfia, Zonaras, p. 543. 

X npf h Touloui ro KaT bkeivo kou^s xm u twv Q^zomaffx!^ 

ma'TYW ETT/Ji&^a . fiix^ov ya§ 'sraujo-aixivrsvt ^sSngog ^zroPur towTw km 
» £| sKSD/a 'SJo>jJKe^a}iO; vo^x^ a-^o^polB^ov avt^^imit • Toulk^ iz 'mpos' 
log jEmjIa^ HiJ^og vizi>vz; lyv.do^ a Kvafeug yiv ro eTTuvvfjiov . og ro$ 
r^i(rar/i!o Vfjwuy (ng fMi jcai avu^iv si^ai^ zipoa^rvem ^sivai ^u^csSug 
a7[iio>^n(7tv. Hifl, lib, 18. cap. 52. vol. 2. p. 879. 

CHAP- 
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CHAPTER III. 

An Account of the Prifcilliantfts and PauU^ 

cians. 

XToTwiTHSTANDiNG the oppofition be- 
tween the principles of tjie unitarians, 
an4 thofe of the Gnoftics, in the early 
ages of chriftianity, they being always con- 
iidered as oppofite berefiesy the former con* 
fifting chiefly of the common and un- 
learned people, and the latter of the phi- 
lofophical and learned ; yet, in the fourth 
century, we find a mixture of both thefe 
fyftems in the Prifcilllanifts in the weft, 
and fome time after in the Paulicians in 
the eaft. This mixture, however, did not 
relate to the doftrine concerning the per^ 
Jon of Chrifi (for in that refpedt the tenets 
of the unitarians, and thofe of the Gnof- 
tics were neceflarily different and oppofite) 
Jbut to other opinions belonging to the fyf- 

S 4 tern 
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moreover faid, that men are" fubjed: to a 
ftate of neceflity, to the power of the ftars, 
and to fin. 

With refpedl to the perfon of Chrift, 
Auftin, who is rather a more unexceptionbic 
evidence than Leo, fays, that '' they agreed 
.** with Sabellius, and maintained, that the 
** Father, Son, and Holy Spirit were one*/* 
The fame is advanced by Leo, who alfo 
fays, that " they agree with the Arians, in 
** faying, that the Son is inferior to the Fa* 
** ther; that there was a time when the Son 
*' was not, before which time God could 
*' not be called a Father, and that Chrift is 
*' called the Son of God becaufe he was 
" born of a virgin, which," he fays, ** they 
** would not have dared to do, if they had 
*' not drawn in the poifon of Paulus Samo- 
*' fatenfis and Photinus -f/' 

* De Chrifto Sabellianam feftam tenent eundum ipfum 
cffe dicentes ; non folum filium, fed etiaoi patrem, et fpi- 
ritum fandlum. Catalogus, Haer. Opera, vol. 6. p. 29. 

+ Patris, et filii, et fpiritus fandti, unam atque eandem 
afferunteffe perfonam; tanquam idem deus nunc pater nunc 
filius, nunc fpiritus fandtus, nominatim nee alius fit qui 

genuit. 
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Prifcillian is charged with faying, that 
the Son of God could not be born ; and this 
expreflion of his is particularly cenfured in 
a council held at Toledo, A. D. 438 *. 

That the Prifcillianifts were not, in all 
refpcdls, Gnoftics, or Manichaeans, is evi- 
dent from their receiving, according to 
Auftin, all the books of fcripture, and evea 
the apochrycal ones ; though he fays they 
mifinterpreted, or perverted them -f*. 

genuiti alius qui genitus fit, alius qui de utroque proceffit 

quod blafphemise genus de Sabellii opinione fump* 

ferujtt cujus difcipuli etiam Patripaf&ani merito nuncu- 
pantur. Cap. 1. p. 166 Arianorum fuffragantur errori, 
dicentiutn quod pater filio prior fit, quia fuerit aliquando 
fine iilioet tunc pater eife cceperit quando filium genuerit. 
Cap. 2. ibid. AfTerunt, ideo, unigenitum did filium dei 
quia folus fit natus ex virgine, quod utique nbn auderent 
dicere nifi Pauli Samofateni et Pbotini virus baufifi!ent. 
Cap. 3. Ibid» 

♦ Ubi Prifcillianus innafcibilem efle filium dixit, conftat 
hoc contra Nicaenam fidem efie di£ium : atque ideo Prif- 
cillianum hujus did! authorem, cum ipfius di£ti perverfi- 
tate, et quos male condidit libros, cum ipfo autore con- 
demno* - Binnii Concilia, vol. i. p. 601. 

t Prifcillianiftae vero accipiunt omnia, et canohica, et 
apocrypha fimul. Sed quaecunque quae contra eos funt« 

m 
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The Prifcillianifts were chiefly famous 
for their aufterity and mortifications, and 
therefore they were probably the fame that 
Philafter calls Abjiinentes^ in Gaul, Spain, 
and Aquitain. 

Similar, in many refpefts, to the Prifcil- 
lianifts in the Weft, were the Paulicians in 
the eaft, who had their name, as it is faid, 
from one Paul, who adopted and modified 
the dodrine of Manes. But we are as unable 
to colleft a fatisfadlory account of the Pauli- 
cians, as we are of thofe of the Prifcillianifts. 
When this fedt arofe is uncertain, but it is 
faid to have been revived by one Conftan- 
tine in the fevcnth century. They were 
cruelly ufed, and almoft fupprefled by fome 
of the Emperors. They were encouraged 
by Nicephorus in the ninth century ; but af- 
ter a ihort interval of reft, they were perfe- 
cuted with more violence than ever by Leo 
the Armenian, and theEmprefs Theodora. 
During this perfecution fome of the Pauli- 

in fuae pervcrfitatis fcnfus, aliquando callida et afltita, ali- 
quando ridicula ct hebeti expofitionc pervertunt. Epift, 
251. Opera, Sup. p. 480. 

clans 
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cians fettled in Bulgaria, But being op- 
pre-fled there, they took, refuge in Italy, and. 
other parts of the weft, where they were 
called Patarinij and Cathari^ or Gazari, and 
in France Albigenjesy from the town of Albi, 
where a fynod that condemned them was 
held. Of their tenets, under this laft dq- 
nomination, an account was given, vol. 3. 
p. 368. But it is very poffible that a con- 
fiderable change might have taken place in 
their opinions. 

What they held of the Manichaean fyftem 
does not diftindtly appear. Peter of Sicily 
intimates, that they did not own themfelves 
to be Manichaeans *. But they pretended 
to great purity and fimplicity. They re- 
jected, it is faid, all external ordinances, as 
baptifm and the Lord's fupper, and did not 
chufe to call their minifters priejls^ but 
fcribes^ or fecretariesj or companions in tra-^ 
vel +. 

That the PauUcians were unitarians, is 
evident, from their being faid by Theo- 

* Lardner's CredibUity, vol. 6, p. 426. 
I Ibid. p. 427. 

fihanes. 
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phanes to deny the incarnation*. They, 
were numerous^ Sandius fays, in 1 191 -f*. 

Notwithftanding the obfcurity in which 
this fubjedl is involved, it is fufficiently 
evident, that, among the great numbers 
who feparated themfelves from the com* 
munion of the Catholic church (among 
whom ther6 would, no doubt, be a great 
diverfity of opinions in a variety of refpefts) 
and by whatever names they were diflin* 
guifhed in different countries, and different 
ages, there were always many who rejedcd 
the doftrine of the trinity, and who joined 
the reformers of the fixteenth century. 
But unhappily the great leaders in that re- 
formation, Luther and Calvin, retaining 
that doftrine, and laying great Itrefs upon 
it, the anti-trinitarians were in moft places 

X^iTiavoi Ty) Se oM^iOL Xlat/TuMavoi, o(\m^ fir] ^i/vocfAevoi ra fJLvaa^a 

V(&ivoV't KavraJlivov tov IsSoio^^ova fjuxxa^iiovieg ug v^cp^jhtv )^ vixn- 
liWi )y TT/tv Houvo^o^iav aJls] ett avaipoTm rng m aapka ovHovofxtag nr 
xvptH rifjuim IvKTu xp^ra a^TraiofjLEvoi. Chronographia, p. 425. 
+ Hift, p. 393, 

treated 
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treated as the worft of heretics, and cruelly 

pcrfecuted by all other denominations of 

chriflians. 

For fome time the unitarians found an 

afylum in Poland, and they are faid to be at 
prefent in confiderable numbers in Tranfyl- 
vania, and other provinces in the eaftern 
parts of Europe. But in this country wc 
are very ignorant of the real ftate of chrif- 
tianity in thofe parts. However, as the 
overbearing influence of the church of 
Rome is decreafing every day, and freedom 
of enquiry is encouraged, it may be hoped 
that great numbers of intelligent chriflians, 
who have been fecretly unitarians, will de- 
clare themfelves openly to be fo ; and as 
truth and good fenfe have an infinite ad- 
vantage over abfurdity and error, half a 
century will probably produce a great revo- 
lution in the chriftian world. Men will 
awake from the miferable delufion they have 
been fo long under, as from a dream, and 
wonder at the long continuance of their 
infatuation. Such a hiftory as I am now 

con-» 
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concluding, if it be thought worth while 
to read it at all, will then be perufed with 
aftonifhment ; and if the original writers, 
from which it is coUefted, were not in 
being, the ftrange tale would gain no cre- 
dit. 
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SECTION I. , 

A conneBed View of all the principal Articles 

in the preceding Hijiory. 

AFTER fo particular a detail as I have 
given in this work of a variety of 
doSlrineSy and of the arguments by which 
they were fupported, together with the 
caufes of their rife and progrefs, it may not 
be unufeful^ at the concluiion of the whole, 
to recite the order in which they arofc and 
fucceeded one another, efpecially as it is a 
hiftory that is particularly complex in its 
own nature, and perhaps unparalleled for 
Vol. IV, T the 
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the greatnefs of the effc<fls which the fubjcft 
of it has produced in the worlds and the fim- 
plicity of the caufes from which every fuc- 
ceffive ftep in the progrefs of it has arifen. 

The opinions concerning the perfon of 
Jefus Chrift have always been thought, 
though without any fufficient realbn, to be 
of the greateft confequence to chriftiahity 
itfelf. Whereas his bufinefs, like that of 
any other prophet, being nothing more 
than to deliver a meiTage from God, and to 
confirm it by miracles, it was not, in reality, 
of any confequence whatever, who, or what 
he himfelf was* But, being the founder of 
a new religion, his difciples and* followers, 
who bore his name, foon began to think 
themfelves interefted in the perjonal charac^ 
ter and dignity of their mailer ; and as they 
were frequently reproached with being the 
difciples of a man who was nothing more 
than a crucified malefaftor, they were foli- 
citous, by every method they could devife, 
to remove this^jreproach. Not content, 
with alledging, that though their matter 
died the death of a malefactor, he had not 

lived 
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lived the life of one, that hh death had an- 
fwered the greatcft purpofes in the plan of 
dirine providence, and that God^had fhew- 
cd his approbation of him, by railing him 
from the dead (which was certainly fuffi- 
cient for their purpofe) the more learned 
among them availed themfelves of the phi- 
h)fophy of their age, and faid that Chrift 
was' a perfpn of much higher rank than he 
appeared to be, even much higher than that 
of any other man. 

Their philofophy taught them that man 
confifts of two principles, or parts, viz. foul 
and body^ and that the fouls of all men had 
prc-exifted, having been originally unimbo- 
dicd fpirits, which, for fome reafon or ' 
other, had been fent down from heaven to 
animate mortal bodies 5 that fouls were of 
very different origins, and that fome of 
them which were fent into the world for 
great and particular purpofes, might be im- 
mediate emanations from the Divine Being 
himfelf. However, as before this philofo- 
phy was introduced among chriftians, it 
was the univcrfally received opinion, that 

T 2 Chrift 
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Chrift was in hitnfelf a mere man, and it 
was even generally thought that he was 
born as other men were, viz. of two human 
parents, and that he continued to be no- 
thing more than a mere man, till he was 
of full age, when he was impowercd to 
work miracles, and came into public life ; 
all that thefe philofophers could advance at 
firft, with any probability of being attend- 
ed to (and indeed all that they would na- 
turally think ofthemfelves) was, that fome 
great fuper-angelic fpirit had been fent 
down from heaven, and was attached to the 
man Jefus, or the foul of Jefus, in fome 
fuch manner as it was ufually fuppofed 
that daemons poflefled the fouls of men; 
and that it was this fuper-angelic being 
that was properly t&e Chriji, or the perfon 
fent down, or commiflioned by God, to 
come into the world for fo great a purpofc. 
This was the dodtrine of the earlier Gnoftics, 
fuch as Cerinthus. 

But, as it had been the opinion of many, 
that angels were only temporary and un- 
fubilantial forms, in the ihape of men, (o 

as 
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as to appear tike men to the feni^s^ but that 
llhey did not really coniift of flefh and I^lood ; 
others of thefe philofophers thought^ that 
5vhat was called the man Jefus, was nothing 
more than one of thefe unfubftantial fornis 
of men; fo that the fuper«-angclic fpirit, 
or tke Chrift^ had no proper body or foul 
at all, that it was incapable of feelings 
and not fubjed: to death. Thefe were 
thofe Gnoftics who were called Docetae; 
and this progrefs had been made in the 

* > 

time of the apoftles. 

. . I^refently after the death of the apoilles, 

^and perhaps before that of John, fome of 

,tfaeie philofophers profeffing chriftianity, 

-iivtfodaced more of their fyftem into it; 

aisd confidering matter to be the foureeof 

9I] evil, and the world to have been tie 

work of a malevolent being, they thought 

that this fame evil being, or one of a fimilar 

drifpofition, had been the author of the law 

of Moffes, and that the Supreme God, who 

was a being of perfcift goodnefs, had not been 

known to mankind till Chrift came to re- 

veat him, Alfo holding matter and the 

T 3 6ody, 
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body^ which was compofed of it, in great 
contempt, they did not believe the re- 
furredtion ; which, indeed, had been de- 
nied by all their predeceflbrs, in the time 
of the apoflles. 

The doctrines which contain the outline 
of what was called Gnofticifm^ (from the 
.the holders of them boafting of the fupe- 
riority of their knowledge) having been di- 
reftly oppofed by the apoftles^ and treated 
by them with great indignatipn, the gene- 
rality of chriftians held the Gnoftics in 
abhorrence, confidered them. as beret icsy and 
refufed to admit them into their focieties. 
But the fame caufes continuing to operate, 
chriftians being ftill held in contempt for the 
meannefs of their mafter, and being ftill dc- 
firous to remove this reproach, by advancing 
his perfonal rank and dignity, they had re- 
courfe to another method of doing it* 

Having been taught by the Platonic 
philofophers, among whom they received 
their education, that there were three great 
principles in nature, viz. the Supreme 
Being, or the good^ his mind (nous J and 

the 
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the foul of the noorld*^ and the Jewifli philo- 
fophers who had embraced thefe doctrines 
having already advanced, that the fecond of 
thefe principles, which they denominated 
logosp was an emanation from the fupreme 
Being, and the caufe of all the appearances 
of God recorded in the Old Teftament, 
fome of which were in the form of men ; 
and having alfo taught that it was this logos 
that, by the order of the fupreme Being, 
had made the vifible world ; that he was tha 
image of God, his only begotten Son, and 
that he was even entitled to the appellation 
of God in an inferior fenffe of the word i 
thefe chriflian philofophers imagined that 
it was this logos that was united to the man 
Jefus Chrift, and that, on this account, he 
might be called God. 

For fome time, however, the more learn- 
ed chriftians contented themfelves with fup** 
pofing, that the union between this divine 
logos and the man Chrift Jefus was only 
temporary. For they held that this divine 
^tfjc, which, like a beam of light from tho. 
fUHi went out of God, and was attached to 

T4 thu 



aSo 316< Conclufion, Sect. I, 

the perfon of Chrift, to enable him to work 
miracles while he was on earth, was drawn 
into God again when he afcended into hea« 
ven, and had no more occafion to exert a 
miraculous power. This fyftem may be 
called philofophical unitarianifnij being that 
which was held by Sabellius, Marcellus, 
and other learned unitarian chriftians. 

It was afterwards maintained (and Juftii) 
Martyr, who had been a Platonic philofo- 
pher, was perhaps the firft who fuggefted 
^ idea) that this union of the logos to the 
perfon of Chrift was aot temporary, but per- 
inanent. With the Jewifh philpfophers the 
learned chriftians likewife held that this lo- 
gos was emitted from God when he made the 
world, and was the medium of all the divine 
communications under the Old Teftament, 
before he became united to the man Chrift 
Jefus, who, they faid, had alfo a proper hu- 
man foul, as well as a body, like other men. 
For the great body of chriftians haying al- 
ways confidered him as being a man^ the 
philofophers among them did not at firft 
depart fo far from this opinion, as to fcy 

that 
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that he had no proper human foiil; an4 
the logos^ which they fpake of as being 
united to him, they always reprefented a$ 
an efflux from, or an attribute of the Father, 
t>eing his proper wifdom^ power, and otjier 
operative perfections • 

Still, however, out of refpe(ft to the opi- 
nion \yhich prevailed aqiong the unlearned 
chriftians, who knew nothing of this doc- 
trine of the divine logos, but thought 
4Chrift to be a nian and a prophet, and who 
would have been (hocked at the dodrine 

4 .J . . 

of tnore Gods than one, the philofophical 
4cbriftians, though they faid that Chrift, on 
account of the divine logos that was united 
to him, might be called a God, acknow-* 
(edged that it v^as in an inferior fenie, that 
the dhinify, and even the being of the Son, 
Was derived from the Father; and that 
when the one God was fpoken of, it was the 
Father only (who was the proper fountain 
of deity) that was intended. Nay, in oppo- 
fition to the philofophical unitarians, who 
afferted that the divinity of the Father, and 
that of the Son, were the very fame, they 

maintained 
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maintained that they were diiTerent ; fincc 
the Father and the Son could not be faid to 
be of the fame nature. For the Platonic 
philofophers confidered the nous^ or logos^ as 
a middle principle between the fupremc 
God and the foul of the world ; and they 
fometimes fpake of it as an intermediate 
principle between God and the world itfelf. 
As it had always been maintained by the 
earlieft platonizing chriflians, that the lo- 
gos came out of God juft before the creation 
of the world, and confequently that there 
had been a time when God was alone, and 
the Son was not ; and as they bad always 
held, that when the Son was producied he 
was greatly inferior to the Father, there 
arofe feme who faid, that he ought to be 
confidered as a mere creature^ not derived 
frpm the fubftance of God, but created out 
of nothings as other creatures were. For by 
this time, the chriftian doftrine of a proper 
creation out of nothing had begun to take 
place of the philofophical doftrine of the 
emanation of fouls from God. Thefe (who 
were the Arians) confidering the logos as 

being 
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being th? intelligent principle in Chrift, 
thought that there was no occafion to fup- 
pofe that he had any other foul. They, 
therefore, faid that Chrift was a fuper-an- 
gelic being, united to a human body ; that 
though he was himfelf created, he was the 
creator of all other things under God, and 
the inftrument of all the divine communi- 
cations to the patriarchs, which had before 
been fuppofed to be the province of the 
uncreated logos. 

In oppofition to the Arians, thofe who, 
from the final prevalence of their dodrine, 
obtained the name of orthodox and catholics^ 
confidering that the logos had never before 
been reprefented as a creaturey but as the 
proper reafon or wifdom of the Father, 
maintained that he muft have always been 
in the Father, and therefore (correfting 
their former language, and carrying their 
principle to its proper extent, which a rc- 
fpedt for the unitarians, now greatly dimi- 
nifticd in number, had hitherto prevented) 
they maintained that he muft be of the 
fame fubftance with the Father, and have 

been 
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been co-eternal with him. In the coiirfe of 
the controverfy they were likewife led to 
advance upon their former dodlrine, fo as 
to fay j^ that thftt ad: of the Father,, to which 
they gave the name of generation^ had taken 
place from eternity, and was not fomething 
that had paiTed jufl before the creation of 
the world; fo that the Son had always 
icxifled as a fon, and the Father as a father i 
and that there was no difference between 
them, but that of Father and Son, and the 
^different offices that belonged to each of 
them refpedively, as the Father, or the Son. 
This was the flate of things foon after 
the council of Nice, when there arofe a 
controverfy concerning the Holy Spirit^ 
which was faid in the fcriptures to pro* 
ceed from God, or to be fent by God, 
or by Chrift. On this fubjed: it is re- 
markable, that there had been no contro- 
verfy among chriflians before that council, 
though there had been a difference of opi-? 
nion among them. Some of the Anteni* 
cene Fathers defcribed the Spirit as if they 
had conceived it to be nothing but a power 

communicated 
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communicated by God, though others of 
them fuppofed it to be a per/on^ inferior to 
God, and even to Chrift, For it was* ge- 
nerally aflerted, that the Spirit was one of 
the beings that had been made by Chrift^. 
without whom J they faid, nothing was made 
that was made. Such dodrine as this did 
certainly pafs without cenfure before the 
council of Nice, and it is the lefs to be 
wondered at, as the third perfon in the 
Platonic trinity, viz. the +''x;»», had never 
been defcribed as having been any part of 
the Supreme Being, or neceflarily belong- 
ing to him, which the nous^ or /pg^j-, had 
been. 

There were feme who, while they held 
the permanent perjonality of the Son, thought 
that the Holy Spirit was only an occajional 
effiux from the deity, refembling a beam of 
light from the fun. This opinion alfo was 
not deemed to be heretical. 

From this time, however, thofe who had 
diftinguiflied themfelves the moft by their 
defence of the doctrine of the confubftantia^ 
lity of the Son with the Father, did like- 
wife 
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wile maintain both the proper perfonality 
of the Spirit^ and alfo his confubftantiality 
with the Father and the Son. This doc<« 
trine of the confubjiantiality of the three* 
divine perfons foon led to that of their per- 
fect equality with refpeft to all divine per- 
fections ; and this completed the whole 
fcheme. According to it, though there 
is but one God^ there are three divine perfons^ 
each of which feparately taken, is perfeSl 
Gody though all together make no more than 
one perfeift God; a prppofition not only 
repugnant to the plaineft principles of com- 
mon fenfe, but altogether unknown before 
the council of Nice, as is acknowledged by 
many learned trinitarians. Among others, 
the famous Mr, Jurieu faid, that *^ the fun- 
•* damental articles of chriftianity were not 
** underftood by the Fathers of the three 
•* firft centuries, that the true fyftem began 
<* to be modelled into fome fhape by the 
** Nicene bifliops, and was afterwards im- 
•* proved by the following fynods and coun- 
** cils." Jortin's Remarks, vol. 3, p, 50* 

A little 
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A little refledtion, however, one would , 
think, might fatisfy any perfon, that a 
dodlrine which was unknown in the chrif- 
tian church till the fourth century could be 
no genuine dodtrine of chriftianity^ Leafl: 
of all can it be fuppofed, that any novel 
and late dodrine can be of fo much confe^ 
quence as that of the trinity has always been 
conceived to be by thofe who have main* 
tained it. For effedtual meafures wouldt 
no doubt, have been taken by divine pro* 
vidence, that every dodtrine of real import- 
ance to chriftianity fhould be fo clearly 
exprefTed, and fo well explained in the 
fcriptures, as that it would not have re- 
mained ondifcdvered, or ill underftood, till 
fo late a period as the fourth century. 
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288 ^be Conclufion. Sect* it 



SECTION il. 

An Account of the Remains of the Oriental^ 
or Platonic Philofophy^ in modern Syfiems of 
Chrijiianity. 

IN the next place, it may not be unufeful 
to refledt how much remains of the 
oriental or Platonic philofophy in the re- 
ligion that is eftabliihed in the greater 
part of the chriftian world at the prefent 
day, though thofe fyflems themfelves are 
now no more. It is obvious to remark^ 
in the firfl: place, that one fingle dodtrine 
common to both thofe fchemes of philo* 
fophy, has been the foundation on which 
almoflr every corruption of chriftianity refts, 
and this is the belief of an immaterial foul 
in man, capable of fubfifting, and alfo of 
having both fenfation and adtion, when the 
body is in the grave. Had this dodtrine, 
(countenanced by no appearances in nature, 
but utterly difcordant with them, and alfo 
with the whole fyftem of revelation) never 

been 
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been known, it is hardly poffible to fup- 
pofc, that the pre-exiftencc of Chrift would 
ever have been imagined, or that any of the 
do<^rines which arofe from it, or are con- 
nci^ed with it, would have been adopted. 
In this cafe, alfo, we (hould never have 
heard of the worfhip of dead faints, or the 
dodtrine of purgatory, which are among 
the moft enormous abufcs of popery. 

Another principle, common to both the 
fyftems of philofophy above mentioned^ 
was, that matter is the fource of all evil, a 
do(ftrine which led either to making light 
of the moil criminal fenfual indulgences^ 
or to that rigour and aufterity which was 
imagined to purify and elevate the foul, by 
negleding or macerating the body. This 
principle induced numbers of both fexes, 
to fcclude themfelves from the world, an4 
to pafs their lives in a manner equally ufe- 
lefs to themfelves and others. It alfo gave 
rife to the favourite dodtrine of the fupc- 
riority of the unmarried to the married ftate, 
and to the injunction of celibacy oi) thofe 
who were called friefts. 

Vol. IV. U The 
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The monaftic life was alfo greatly pro-^ 
moted by the Platonic doftrine of the unicn 
of the foul to GoJ^ attainable by con- 
templation and prayer^ which was eagerly 
adopted by many chriftians, who thought 
it wife to neglcdt and mortify the body, 
and to give their whole attention to the 
foul. 

Thefe three dodrines, viz/that of the 
immateriality of the fouly that of matter 
being the fource of evil, and that of the 
union of the foul to God, by contempla- 
tion and abftradipn from matter, have done 
unfpeakable mifchief to the fcheme of 
chriftianity, affeding the whole charad:er of 
of it, and almoft every thing in dodtrine, or 
in pradice, relating to it. It may not be 
amifs, however, juft to notice a few other 
things of a lefs general nature, in which 
Gnofticifm, or Platonifm, have left traces 
of themfelves in the creeds of chriftians. 

That the Supreme God was not himfclf 
the maker of the world, was a capital ar- 
ticle in the creed of the Gnoftics, and this 
was alfo a dodtrine of the platonizing 

chriftians, 
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chriftians, with this difference that, accord- 
• ing to the Gnoftics, the maker of the 
world was one of thofe intelligences which 
was derived, mediately or immediately, 
from the Supreme Being ; whereas, ac- 
cording to the platonizing chriftians, the 
maker of the world >was the logos ^ which 
had been an attribute of the Supreme Be* 
ing^. The former alfo thought that the 
world was made with a malevolent inten- 
tion, and the latter with a benevolent one. 
The Arians approached forpething nearer 
to the do6lrine of the Gnoftics, than thofe 
who were called catholics^ maintaining that 
the world was made by a creature properly 
fo called. For according to that philofo- 
phy from which Gnofticifm was derived, 
all intelligent beings fubordinate to the 
Supreme, were iiippofed to be fo far of fkc 
fame nature^ as to have been derived me- 
diately or immediately from his fubftance, 
though they were not created out of nothing. 
According to both fyftems, the world was 
made by a being who might be called, if 
not an angel, at leaft a fupQr'an^elic fpirit* 

U2 And 
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And all the three fyftems, viz. that of the 
Gnoflics^ that of the catholics, and that of 
the Arians, go upon this common principle, 
that it is unworthy of the Supreme Being 
himfelf to condefcend'to do any thing ; he 
being fuppofcd to be immoveably employed 
in contemplation only, and chiefly that of 
his own perfedlions. 

The Docetae among the Gnoftics held 
that Chrift had no body, but only the ap- 
pearance of one, and that he was incapable 
of feeling pain. And though the plato- 
nizing chridians believed that Chrifl had *a 
proper body, coniifting of real flefli and 
blood, fome of them imagined it was in- 
capable of feeling pain, and that in confe- 
quence of its union with the logos, the 
body as well as the foul of Chrift, had va- 
rious privileges fuperior to thofe that were 
poffefTed by other fouls and bodies j as that 
befides feeling no pain, it did not neceflarily 
require the recruits of food or lleep, &c. 
and that it was not liable to corruption. 
It was from the Gnoftics alfo, that the ca- 
tholics derived the whimiical notion of 

Mary 
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Mary continuing a proper virgin after fhc 
was delivered of Jefus, fo that (he was, in 
all refpefts, the very fame that (he had been 
even before the conception ; a dodtrine 
which is^ ftill held facrcd in the church of 
Rome. 

Laftly, it is not abfolutely impoflible, 
but that Auftin might have been fomewhat 
influenced by his former Manichaean prin- 
ciples, in forming his doctrines of pre- 
deftinatioij and reprobation. The Mani- 
chaeans held that fouls had different origins, 
in confequence of which foaie were necef- 
farily good, and would be faved, and others 
neceflarily wicked, and would be damned. 
And though Auftin thought that all fouls 
were, in themfelves, of the fame nature, it 
was, be faid, the mere arbitrary decree of 
God that made the difference between them 
with refpe<a to their future deftination ; fo 
that there is fome rcfcmblancc between the 
two fyltcms. 
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S E C T I O N III. 

• - ■ 

Maxims of Hijiorical Criticijm. * 

ALL reafoning may be reduced to cer- 
tain firft principles^ and all propofi- 
tions are mare eafily examined by having 
reeourfe to them. Mathematicians^ who 
rcafon in -the moft exaft and rigorous man- 
ner, always proceed in this way, beginning 
\Vith axiomsy the truth of which cannot be 
difputed, and reducing the moft complex 
propofitions to them ; fo that the truth of 
the one can no more be Controverted than 
that of the other. In like manner, critics, 
have laid down what they call canons oj 
criticijm^ of which they make a fimilar 
ufc. 

As I wifh to apply a fpecies of reafon- 
ing equally ftrift to fuch hiftorical dif- 
cuffions as that which is the fubjedt of 
this work, I have likewife drawn up maxims 

of 
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of bijlorical criticifm^ the truth of which 
cannot, I think, be controverted, and to 
thofe I wifli to reduce every propofitioei 
that I have advanced that is of an hiftorical 
nature. 

I have, however, made no general fyftem, 
but have only noted fuch particulars as I 
myfelf have had occafion for ; and even 
this I am far from pretending to have exer 
cuted with perfedt accuracy ; but I give it 
;as 2Ljket€h^ to be examined at. lejfurpj and to 
be rectified where it fhall appeijir to be 
requifite. ' 

.Thefe maxipis are chiefly adapted to the 
followitxg fummary view of thpfe arguments, 
.whic^ I apprehend eftabUfli m>y princi- 
pal pofition, viz. that the chriftian church 
was originally unitarian ; and therefore I 
liav« annexed to moft of ^thpm th^^ num- 
ber of that article in the fummary view to 
wjiich they correfpond, that they may be 
f:o©pajed together.. I wifh that trinita- 
Fians and Arians, would in lik^ manner 
reduce into axioms the principles on which 
//&^^' proceed, that they may be C9mpared 
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with thcfc ; and perhaps . we may by this 
means be aflifled in coming to a proper 
ifluc in this controverfy. 

]. 
When two perfons give different ac- 
counts of things, that evidence is to be 
preferred, which is either in itfelf more 
probable, or mpre agreeable to other cre- 
dible teftimony. 

2. 

Neither is entire credit to be given to 
any ftt of men with refped: to what is re- 
putable to them, nor to their enemies with 
refpedt to what is difreputable ; but the 
account given by the one, may be balanced 
by that of the other. Summary View, 
No 10. 

3- 
In order to eftablifli the credibility of 
any fadt, it muft not only be related by a 
fufficient number of cotemporary witnefles, 
but it muft appear to have been believed by 
their cotemporaries in general, Otherwife, 
the teftimony of a few, will be overba- 
lanced by that of many. 

4. Ac- 
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4- 
Accounts of any fet of men given by 

their enemies only, are always fufpicious. 

But the confefSons of enemies, and circum- 

ftances favourable to any body of men, col* 

leAed from the writings of their adver-* 

faries, are deferving of particular regard. 

5- 

It is a ftrong argument again ft the cre- 
dibility of any pretended fadt, that it was 
not believed by thofe who were fo fituated 
as to have been competent judges of its 
truth, and who were at the fame time in-^ 
tcrefted to believe it. 

6. 

It is natural for men who wifli to fpeak 
difparagingly of any fed to undervalue their 
numbers, as well as every thing elfe re- 
lating to them; and it is equally natural 
for thofe who wifh to fpeak refpedfully of 
any party, to reprefent the members of it 
as more numerous than they are. Sum** 
piary View, No. 13. 

7. When 



298 • Tbf Conchfion^ Sect. III. 

/• 
When; perfon« form themfelves into fo- 

cieties, fo as to be diflinguifhable from 
others, they never fail to get fome particu^ 
Idr name, either affumed by themfelves, or 
impofed by others. This is neceffary in 
order to make them thefubjedl of con* 
verfation ^ long periphrafes in difcourfe 
being very inconvenient. . Summary View, 
No. 8. 

8. 
When particular opinions are afcribed to 
a particular dafs of men, without any dif^ 
tindtion of the time when thofe opinions 
were adopted by them, it may be pre- 
fumed, that they were fuppofed to hold 
thofe opinions from the time that they re- 
ceived their denomination. Summary View, 
No. 4. 

9- 

. When a particular defcription is given 

of a clafs of perfons within any period of 
time, any perfon who can be proved to 
have the proper charafter of one of that 

clafs. 
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clafs, may be deemed to have belonged to 
it, and to have enjoyed all the privilgcs of 
it, v^hat^ver they were. Summary View, 
No. 9. 

10. 
When an hiftqrian, or writer of any kind^ 
pro^felTedly enumerates the (tvQV2X /pedes be- 
longing to any genus, or general body of 
men, and omits any particular fpecles, or 
denomination, which, if it had belonged to 
the genus, he, from his fituation and cir- 
cumltances, was not likely to have over- 
looked, it may be prefumcd that he did not 
confider that particular fpecies as belonging 
to the genus. Summ'ary View, No. 7. 

II. 
When any particular doftrine is a necef- 
fary par t of -S' fyftem, and it can W made 
to appear that within a given period that 
doftrine was not known, it may be con- 
eluded that the fyftera had no cxiftence 
within that period. Or when any do<3:rine 
inconfiftent with the fyftem is held in that 
period, it equally proves the fame thing. 
Summary View, N'o. 17, 18. 

I 12. Great 
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12. 

Great changes in opinion are not ufually 
made of a fudden^ and never by great bodies 
of men. That hiftory, therefore, which 
reprefents fuch changes as having been made 
gradually, and by eafy fteps, is always the 
more probable on that account. Summary 
View, No. 16. 

The common or unlearned people, in 
any country, who do not fpeculate much, 
retain longeft any opinions with which 
their minds have been much imprefTed; 
and therefore, we always look for the oldeft 
opinions in any country, or any clafs of 
men, among the common people, and not 
among the learned. Summary View, No# 
13, 14* 

14. 

If any new ojpinions be introduced into 
a fociety, they are moft likely to have in- 
troduced them, who held opinions fimilar 
to them before they joined that fociety. 
Summary View, No, 15. 

15- If 
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If any particular opinion has never failed 
to excite great indignation in all ages and 
nations, where a contrary opinion has been 
generally received, and that particular opi* 
nion can be proved to have exifted in any 
age or country vfhtn it did not excite indig- 
nation, it may be concluded that it had 
many partizans in that age or country. For 
the opinion being the fame, it could not of 
it itfelf be more refpedtable.; and humaa 
nature being the fame, it could not but have 
been regarded in the fame light, fo long as 
the fame ftrefs was laid on the oppofite opi- 
nion. Summary View, No. 1.11,12. 

16. 
When a time is given, in which any very 
remarkable and interefting opinion was not 
believed by a certain clafs of people, and 
anbther time in which the belief of it wag 
general, the introduction of fuch an opinion 
may always be known by the effefts which 
it will produce upon the minds, and in the 
conduiS of men ; by the alarm which it will 
give to fome^ and the defence of it by 

others. 
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others. If, therefore, no alarm was given, 
and no defence of it was mdde nntkiixx any 
particular periodi it may be concluded that 
the introduiftion of it did not take place 
within that period. Summary View, No. 2, 
3. 6, 

17. 
When any particular opinion or pradice 
is neceflarily or cuftomarily accompanied l^ 
any other opinion or pradice ; if the latter 
be not found within any particular period, 
it may be prefumed that the former did not 
exift within that period. Summary View, 
No. 5. 
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SECTION IV. 

Afummary View of the Evidence for the prU 
mitive Cbrifians having held the DoSlrine 
ofthefimple Humanity of Chrift. 

I. TT is acknowledged by early writers 
X of the orthodox perfuafion, that two 

kinds of herefy exifted in the times of the 
apoftles, viz. that of thofe who held that 
Chrift was fiinply a man; iand that of the 
'Gnbftics. Now the apoftle John animad- 
verts with the greateft feverity upon the 
latter, but makes no mention of the for- 
mer ; and can it be thought probable that 
he would pafs it without cenfure, if he had 
thought it to be an error ; confidering how 
great, and how dangerous an error it has 
always been thought by thofe who have 
confidered it as being an error at all ? 
Maxim 15, 

2. The great objedtion that Jews have 
always made to chriftianity in its prefeiit 

ftatc 
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ftate is, that it enjoins the worfhip of more 
gods than one; and it is a great article with 
the chriftian writers of the fecond and foU 
lowing centuries to anfwer this objection. 
But it does not appear in all the book of Adts, 
in which we hear much of the cavils of the 
Jews (both in Jerufalem and in many parts 
of the Roman empire) that they made any 
fuch objection to chriftianity then ; nor do 
the apoftles, either there, or in their epif- 
tles, advance any thing with a view to fuch 
an objection. It may be prefumed, there* 
fore, that no fuch offence to the Jews had 
then been given, by the preaching of a doc* 
trine fo fliocking to them as that of the 
divinity of Chrift muft have been. Maxim 
15, 16. 

3. As no Jew had originally any idea 
of their Meffiah being more than a man, 
and as the apoftles and the firft chriftians 
had certainly the fame idea at firft concern* 
ing Jefus, it may be fuppofcd that, if ever 
they had been informed that Jefus was not 
a man, but either God himfelf, or the 
maker of the world under God, we fhould 

have 
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bave been able to trace the time and the; r/V- 
cumjiances in which fo great a difcovery wa^ 
made to them ; and that we fhould have 
perceived the efFedt which it had upon their 
minds; at leaft by fame change in their 
manner of fpeaking concerning him. But 
nothing of this kind is to be found in the 

Gofpels, in the book of Ads, or in any of 
the Epiftles. We perceive marks enow of 
other new views of things, efpecially of the 
call of the Gentiles to partake of the privi- 
leges of the gofpel ; and we hear much of 
the difputes and the eager contention which 
it occafioned. But how much more mud 
all their prejudices have been fhocked by 
the information that a perfon whom they 
firft took to be a mere man^ was not a man^^ 
but either God himfclf, or the maker of the 
World under God ? Maxim 16. 

4. All the Jewifli chriftians, after the 
deftrudlion of Jerufalem, which was im- 
mediately after the age of the apoftles, 
are called Ebionites : and theie were in 
the time of Origen, only of two forts, fome 
of them holding the miraculous conception 

Vol. IV. X of 



3o6 The Conclujion. Sect. IV. 

of our Saviour, and others believing that 
he wras the fon of Jofcph, as well as of 
Mary. None of them are faid to have 
believed either th^t he was God, or the 
makerdf the world under God. And is it 
at all credible that the body of the Jewifli 
chriftians, if they had ever been inftrudted 
by the apoftles in the dodlrine of the divi- 
nity, or pre-exiftence of Chrift, would fo 
foo;i, and fo generally, if not univerfally, 
have abandoned that faith ? Maxim 8. 

5. Had Chrift been confidered as God, 
or the maker of the world under God, in 
the early ages of the church, he would na- 
turally have been the proper object of 
prayer to chriftians; nay, more fo than God 
the Father, with whom, on the fcheme of 
the dodlrine of .the trinity, they muft have 
known that they had lefs immediate ihter- 
courfe. But prayers to Jefus Chrift were 
not ufed in early times, but gained ground 
gradually, with the opinion of Chrift being 
God, and the objed: of worfhip, Maxim 17. 

6. The chriftian Fathers in general repre- 
fent theiapoftles as obliged to ufe great cau- 
tion 
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tion riot to piFend their firft converts with the 
dodlrine of Chrifl: s divinity, and as forbealr- 
ing to urge that topic till they were firft 
well eftablifhed in the belief of his being the 
Mefliah. Athanafius, in particular adds, 
that the Jews being in an error on this fub- 
jedl, drew the Gentiles into it. They all 
' reprefent the apoftles as leaving their dif- 
ciples to learn the dodlrine of Chrift's divi- 
nity, by wdy of inference from certain ex-^ 
preffions ; and they do not pretend toprcr- 
duce any inftance in which they taught that 
doftrine clearly and explicitly before the 
publication of the gofpel of John. Maxim 
16. 

7. Hegefippus, the firft chriftian hifto- 
rian, enumerating the herefies of his time, 
meptions feveral of the Gnoftic kind, but 
not that of Chrift being a mere man. 
He moreover fays, that in travelling to 
Rome, where he arrived in the time of 
Anicetus, he found all the churches that, 
he vifited held the faith which had been 
taught by Chrift and the apoftles, which, in 
his opinion, was probably that of Chrift 

X 2 being 
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being not God, but man only.. Juftin 
Martyr al fo, and Clemens Alexandrinus, 
who wrote after Hegefippus, treat largely 
of herefies in general, without mentioning, 
or alluding to, the unitarians. Maxim lo. 

8. All ihofe who were deemed heretics 
in early tin>es, were cut off from the com- 
munion of thofe who called themfclves the 
crtbcdox chriftians, and went by fomc par- 
ticular name ; generally that of thpir leader. 
But the unitarians among the Gentiles were 
not expelled from the affemblics of chrif* 
tians^ but worfhipped along with thofe who 
were called orthodox, and had no particular 
name till the time of Vidor, who excom- 
municated Theodotus ; and a long time 
after that Epiphanius endeavoured to give 
them the name of Alogi. And though th^ 
Ebionitcs, probably about, or before this 
time, had been excommunicated by the 
Gentile chriftians, it was, as Jerom fays, 
only on account of their rigid adherence to 
the law of Mofes, Maxim 7. 

9. The Jlpo files creed is that which was 
taught to all catechumens before baptifm, 

and 
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and additions were made to it from time to 
time, in order to exclude thofe who were 
denominated heretics. Now, though there 
are feveral articles in that creed which al* 
lude to the Gnoflics, and tacitly condemn 
them, there was not, in the time of TertuU 
lian, any article in it that alluded to the 
nnitarians ; fo that even then any unitarian ^ 
(at leaft one believing the miraculous con- 
ception) might have fubfcribed it. It may, 
therefore, be concluded, that fiodple unrta-^ 
rianifm viras not deemed heretical at the end 
of the fecond century. Maxim 9. 

J o. It is owned by Enfebius and others^ 
that the ancient unitarians themfelves, con- 
iiantiy aiTerted that their doctrine was the 
prevailing opinion of the chriftian church till 
the time of Vidor. The trinitarians denied 
this, but the truth of it may be proved from 
their own conceflions, efpecially their abun- 
dant acknowledgment that the dodrines of 
the pre-exiftencc and divinity of Chrift were 
fiot taught with clearnefs and efied:, tall it 
was done by the evangelift John, which 

X 3 M»8 
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of Chrift ; as he was firft thought to be a 
God in fome qualified fenfe of the word, 
fl diflinguiihed emanation from the fupreme 
mind ; and then the logos ^ or the wifdom of 
God perfonified ; and this logos was firft 
thought to be only occafionally detached 
from the Deity, and then drawn into his 
cflfence again, before it was imagined that 
it had a permanent perfonality^ diflin(5fc from 
that of the fource from which it fprung. 
And it was not till the fourth century, that 
this logos^ or Chrift, was thought to be pro- 
perly equal to the Father^ Whereas, on the 
other hand, though it is now pretended that 
tht apoftles taught the doctrine of the divi- 
nity of Chrift, yet it cannot be denied that 
in the very time of the apoftles, the Jewifli 
-church, and many of the Gentiles alfo, held 
the opinion of his being a mere man- Here 
the tranfition is quite fudden, without any 
gradation at all. This muft naturally have 
given the greateft alarm, fuch as is now 
given to thofe who are called orthodox, by 
the prefent Socinians ; and yet nothing of 
this kind can be perceived. Befides, it is 

certainly 
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certainly moft probable that the chriftians^ 
of thofe times, urged as they were with 
the meannefs of their mafter, fhould incline 
to add to^ rather than take fromy his natu-» 
ral rank and dignity. Maxim 12. 

I ^. The dodrine of Chrift having no human 
fouly befides the logos ^ is neceffary to the 
Arian hypothefis. But all the Fathers who 
wrote upon the fubjed before the time of 
Arius held that Chrift had a proper human 
foul, and this dodtrine was never objefted to 
any of them as wrong. It may, therefore, 
be concluded, that Arianifm had no exift-- 
cnce before the age of Arius. Maxim 1 1. 
18. The logos of all chriftian writers be- 
fore Arius, was an attribute of God thcf 
Father, which the catholics fuppoied to 
have become a proper per/on. That the 
logos had even not Been, and that it was 
created out of nothings is a do<flrine that 
cannot be traced any higher than the age 
of Arius. It, therefore, could nqt be the 
dodirine that was taught by the Apoftlcs. 
Maxim 1 1 • 

To 
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To this fummary view of the arguments 
in favour of the chriftian church having 
been originally unitarian, I fliall fubjoin 
a fimilar abridgment of the arguments for 
and againft the miraculous conception. 

The hiftory of the miraculous concep- 
tion is contained in our prefent copies of 
of the gofpels of Matthew^ and Luke. It 
was certainly believed by Juftin Martyr, and 
no doubt by many other chriftians of that 
age, and we have no account of any time 
in which the introdu£tions which contain 
that hiftory were added to the gofpels. And 
that of Luke in particular is fo much of a 
piece with the ftyle of the reft of the hif- 
tory, that there can be little doubt of its 
having made an original part of it. We 
have, therefore, the teftimony of two co- 
temporary hiftorians in its favour. 

On the other hand, as all the writings 
of the ancient unitarians are loft, and efpe- 
cially that of Symmachus, on this very fub- 
jedt, there may have been complaints of 
interpolations, of which we have now no 

3 account. 
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account. And had it been always under- 
flood that thofe introdudtions were really 
written by Matthew and Luke, efpecially 
that of Matthew, it is not eaiy to account 
for the difbelicf of the ftory by any chrif- 
tians, efpecially thofe of the Jewifli race, 
who had the higheft refpedt for what they 
really thought to be the genuine gofpel of 
Matthew. Whereas a difpofition to add to 
the perfonal dignity of Chrift, which dif- 
covcred itfelf very early, may be fuppofcd 
to have led others to adopt the opinion of 
the miraculous conception on infufficient 
grounds. 

No fatisfaftory reafbn can now be ima- 
gined, why Chrift ftiould not have been 
born of two human parents ; nor can we 
£nd any tradition of fuch a reafon in the 
early chriftian writers. There might even 
be a fufpicion, that he was not properly a 
tnan^ if he was not produced as other men 
are ; and confequently the peculiar advan- 
tages of the unitarian doctrine will be in 
fome danger of being abandoned. 

The 
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The miraculous conception does not ap- 
pear to have been aflertcd in the time of the 
apoftles ; there being no mention of it, or 
allufion to it, in the New Teftament (ex* 
cept the introduftions to the gofpels above 
mentioned) and there being no account of 
any objcdion made to it by unbelievers in 
that age, as there were afterwards. And 
if there was no fufficient evidence of the 
fa<9: in that early period, it would be too 
late to afcertain it to fatisfadtion after** 
wardfi. We are not informed that either 
Mary, or any other perfon who could pro- 
perly atteft the faft, was queftioned on the 
fubjeft^ 

The only gofpel that was received by the 
Jewifli chrilUans (who, from their fitua- 
tion, muft have been the beft judges) as 
the authentic gofpel of Matthew, did not 
contain the two firft chapters. 

The introdudions to the gofpels of 
Matthew and Luke contain, each of them, 
feveral improbable circumftances, and arc 
hardly compatible with each other. The 

genealo- 
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genealogies in particular, which are both 
faid to be that of Jofeph, are wholly dif- 
ferent. Matthew's account of Jcfu^'s re- 
ceiving the vifit of the wife men at Bethle- 
hem, cannot eafily be reconciled with Luke's 
account of his parents living at Nazareth, 
and only going to Bethlehem for the pur- 
pofe of the cenfus. The account of this 
ccnfus is full of improbabilities, efpecially 
as it fuppofes an obligation on Mary, a 
woman big with child, to attend there at 
that time. 

Had the' hiftory contained in thefe two 
introdudtions been true, Jefus inuft have 
been publicly announced to be the Meffiah 
from the time of his birth ; whereas, both 
his education, and the manner in which he 
conducted himfelf after the commencement 
of his public miniftry, (hew, that no perfoa 
had fuch an idea of him, and he did not, 
for a confidcrable time, claim that charac- 
ter, except to a few. 

Had the hiftory of the miraculous con* 
ccptton been tjveH foirnded, it is^ hardly 
poffible to account for the omiflion of it 
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by John, but more efpecially by Mark, 
whether he was an epitomizer of Matthew, 
as fomc have fuppofcd, or not ; becaufe the 
fad being quite Angular, and of an extra- 
ordinary nature, he could not have thought 
it unworthy of being recorded in a profeiTed 
hiftory of Chrift. 

All the Jewifh chriftians are by Irenaeus 
called Ebionites, and he always defcribes 
them as believing Jefus to have been the 
fon of Jofeph 5 and only Urigen, and Eu- 
febius, who probably copied him, fpeak of 
any of them as believing the miraculous 
conception, and this is only in one paflage 
of Eufebius. In another paflage he ipeaks 
of the Ebionites in general (and he has no 
other name for any Jewifli chriftians) as 
difbeliving it. 

It is probable alfo, that many Gentile 
chriftians difbelieved the miraculous con- 
ception. Juftin Martyr fpeaks of no uni- 
tarians but fuch as were of this opinion. 
Some of them certainly were fo in the time 
of Origen ; and from the circumftance of 
the followers of Paulus Samofatenfis faying 

that 
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that Jefus was born at Nazareth, it is pro- 
bable the ancient Gentile unitarians in ge- 
neral gave no credit to the account of his 
being born at Bethlehem, and confequently 
not to the miraculous conception. In that 
early age, therefore, the unitarians had 
feen no reafon which induced them to 
believe it, and no new authority has been 
difcovered (ince that time. 

The early Gnoftics did not believe the 
miraculous conception, though their fyftcm 
would have inclined them to admit it ; and 
Marcion exprefsly maintained, that the ori- 
ginal copy of Luke's gofpel did not con- 
tain that hiftory. 

If Jefus be not the fon of Jofeph, there is 
no evidence of his being defcended from 
David, which the Jews confider as a necef- 
fary charadteriftic of the Meffiah, and there 
is no prophecy that announces his miracu- 
lous birth. 
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SECTION V. 

Some of the Ufes that may be derived from 
the Confideration of the Subject cf this 
Work. 

I. TT^ROM the variety of opinions that 
-■- we have been reviewing, we may fee 
the great ufe of what is generally called 
Metaphyjics^ or the importance of gaining 
clear ideas concerning fubjedts of the moft 
general and comprehenfive nature. A little 
good fenfe and difcernment of this kind 
would have intirely prevented the rife of 
the doctrine of the trinity. It would have 
been feen at once, that it was abfurd to 
fuppofe, that a mere attribute of any being 
could be converted into a fubjiance ; and 
therefore that Chrift, or the Son, could 
never have been the original and proper 
wifdomy ox power oi the Father; at firft, a 
mere property y as reafon is in man, and after- 
wards a perfon^ truly diftind: from him, and 
capable of having fentiments, and a fphere 

I of 
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of aftion of his own, fo as to become incar* 
Date, while the Father remained in heaven* 
Still more evident, if poffible, is it, that 
found metaphyfics would have revolted at the 
fuppofition of three divine perfons making 
no more than one god. This muft have 
been immediately perceived to be an exprefs 
contradiSiion^ fuch as no miracles could 
prove. 

2, The fubjedt of this work may likewife 
ferve to fhew us the ufe of true Philo/ophy^ 
Had not this fcience been in its very in- 
fancy at the time of the promulgation of 
chriftianity, the doftrine oi prolations ^ould 
have been entirely exploded. For we fee 
nothing in nature that could authorise us to 
fuppofe, that a part, protruded from an in- 
telligent being (whether feparatcd from it 
or not) could of itfelf become a diftindt in^ 
telligent being of the fame kind. A branch 
or iflip from a tree is by no means a cafe of 
fimple prolation^ much lefs would it ever 
have occured to any perfon, that the beings 
thus prolated and derived from another, 
could be drawn back into th^t being from 

Vol. IV. y which 
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which they fprung, which was a dodrine 
in the oriental philofophy. Befides, if 
natural prolations be the. foundation of ana- 
logical reafoning, with refpe£t to the Su* 
preme Beings we mud admit both a power 
of infinite multiplication, and alfo that there 
may be numberlefs derived intelligences in 
all refpe£ts fully 6qual to. the original 
ftock, which was never admitted, even by 
the Gnoflics. The doctrine of prolation 
can only be exemplified by the derivation of 
a river from a fpring, or a canal from a 
river ; but this is very remote indeed from 
the cafe of any thing that is endued with 
life^ and ftill more remote from that of 
beings which have intelligence. 

Had the nature of lights and its relation 
to the fun, been known to Philo, and the 
chriftian Fathers, they could never have 
availed themfelves of it, to favour their 
dodtrine of the occafional perfonification of 
the divine logos, which led to that of its 
permanent perfonification, as this led to the 
dodrine of the perfedl equality of the Son to 
the Father. 

Light 
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Light was, in that age, imagined to be 
an efflux^ protruded from the fun jn the day 
time, always connedted with it, and drawn 
back into it again at night ; and fuch was 
the , logos fuppofed to be with refpe<fl to 
God, by Philo and the philofophical uni- 
tarians. Had they underftood the true 
nature of lights they would hardly have en- 
tertained fuch an abfurd idea of the logos, 
and of its relation to the fupreme mind. 
We fhould, therefore, never have heard of 
their notion concerning the protriifion of 
the logos from God. Confequently Ghrift 
.could never have been thought to be this 
logos, but would always have been fuppof- 
ed to have been a mere prophet, like Mofcs, 
and others, who had gone before him. As 
to the Arian created logos ^ I have (hewed that 
the idea of it was fubfequent to that of tKe 
trinitarian uncreated bgos, and was . what 
would never have been thought of, if this 
other had not preceded it. 

To their new logos, however, the Arians 
attributed all the fundions of the old one, 
even that of being the creator ofthc world ; 

Y 2 suxd 
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and» extraordinary as this may feem, yet 
the idea of a fubordinate creator being once 
eikblifhed, and having been received both 
by the Gnoflics and the catholics, the 
greateft diiBculty was already furmounted. 
For to fuppofe that to be done by. a created 
being, vtrhich had before been fuppofed to 
be done by a being inferior to the deity, 
though uncreated^ was no great ftep, efpc- 
cially coniidering how little it is that we 
can pretend to know of the nature of crea-^ 
tion. But whatever it be, it is always re«- 
prefented in the fcriptures as the fole pre- 
rogative of the fupreme Being. 

How difgraceful is it to the prefent age, 
in which philofophical and metaphyfical 
knowledge are fo much improved, that we 
cannot forbear to fmile at the fyftems of 
ancient times, and are apt to treat them 
with perhaps too much contempt, that we 
yet retain thofe doftrines in theology which 
owe their rife to them. The perufal of 
this work, in which are exhibited the ab- 
furd notions and reafonings of thofe who 
have obtained the name of Fathers^ and 

I cfpccially 
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cfpccially their truly ridiculous interpreta^ 
tiohs of fcripture, cannot bat tdnd to abate 
our reverence for the doflrincs . for which 
they contended, and which, indeed, they 
introduced. 

3. I flatter myfelf, however, that thi^ 
work, together vfriih thofc which I Have 
already publiflied on thefc fubjedts, may be 
the mean^ of exciting a more general atten-i 
tion to thefc early, chrifllan writers, by 
gfving a juft idea of the proper ufe of them. 
This is that of ftrpplyrng authorities for 
ancient fafts rdatihg to chriftianity, fuch 
as the exigence of pafticular opinions at 
|rzrticalar times, and the adual progrefs of 
them ; which may enable us to afcertaia 
their caufes and confequences. With tfi^ 
fpeft to the writers themfelves, they 6fight 
CO be judged of by their fitoation znAzA^ 
trantages. Notwithftanding the contempt 
into which they are fallen, yet as men^ and as 
writers^ they were, no doubt, equal to men 
and writers of any other age ; and as pBim 
lofopbers and metapbjifieians^ it will be feen 
that they were equal, and indeed, ' fuperior 

Y3 to 
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to the very ablcft of the Platonifts, Their 
ideas were lefs cohfufed^ and their reafon- 
ing from their premifes quite as clear and 
conclufive. They are generally charged 
with inconjifiency \ but this accufation has 
been pivich aggravated. Taking any of 
them fingly, I will venture to fay, that they 
were not more incon£(tent with themfelves 
than writers of any other age, who lived as 
long^ and who wrote as much as they did ; 
and the variety of character and manner in 
the different writers is exa(5tly fimilar to 
^hat of any other fet of writers. Had Mr. 
Locke, Sir Ifaac Newton, or Dr- Clarke, 
lived in thofe times, and had enjoyed all 
the advantages of liberal education whiph 
the age afforded, they would not, I am 
perfuaded, have made a greater figure than 
Qrigen, Jerom, or Auftiji ; and I would be 
far from anfwering for it, that their good 
fenfe would have made them fuch men as 
Paulus Samofatenfis, Marcellus of Ancyra^ 
or Photinus, 

The chriftian Fathers have been likewifc 
highly cenfured for their loofe manner of 

interpreting 
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interpreting the fcripturcs, and Origen has 
been particularly blamed in this refpedl. 
But in this they had a precedent in Philo, 
Whofe allegorical interpretations of the Old 
Teftament are even more wild and abfurd 
than theirs. And it is very unjuft to blame 
Origen more than others of the Fathers in 
this refpeft. Auftin, Jerom, and even Eu- 
iebius, interpret the fcriptures in the fame 
allegorical and fanciful way. 

-But whatever be the charadler, or real 
valutf, of the chriftian writers in the three 
or four firft centuries,- in them only can 
we find monuments of the ftate of things 
in their age ; and therefore they who really 
wifti to know how chriftians thought, felt; 
and ad:ed, in the age immediately fubfe-* 
quent to that of the apoftles, liiuft ftudy 
them, Beiides, with refpedt to feveral im- 
portant articles, they are the only guides 
we have to a knowledge of the true ftate of 
things in the time of the apoftles ; the book 
of Ads being a very concife and imperfed: 
hiftopy, though fufficient for the purpofe 

• ¥4 for 
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for which it Was written ; and its real va- 
lue is hardly lefs than that of the gofpels. 

4* Lailly, after perufing fuch a work 
ts thisy we may have peculiar fatisfac- 
tion in reflecting that> uotwithilanding every 
corruption of chriftianity^ even that which 
tSt&s the doftrinc of the unity of God (an 
article of the firft magnitude in fpeculation, 
which has even ferious pradical confe- 
quences, and which mufl prevent the cor- 
dial reception of it by the greateft part of 
the world, and which therefore calls aloud 
for all the seal of its friends toexpofe and re- 
move it) it has, in every ftate, been infinitely 
fuperior to the religion which prevailed in 
the world before its promulgation. More- 
over it has always, in a great meafure, anfwcr- 
cd its profeffed objcd, which was to reform 
the world, by inculcating with proper autho- 
rity, evidence, and efFcd, the great do<5trine 
of rewards and punifliments after death. 

This article of chriftian faith was held 
even by the Gnoftics, and . in every ftage 
of popifti darknefs and delufion. Falfe no- 
tions 
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tions of virtue have been taught ; but the 
common fenfe, the daily obfervation and 
experience of mankind, as well as an 
attention to the genuine principles of the 
gofpel, have always been able to keep thole 
deviations within fome bounds ; and what- 
ever it be that any perfons, calling them- 
felves chriflians^ have deemed wrong con^ 
duS, they have firmly believed to draw 
after it an adequate puniihment ; as what- 
ever they have thought to be right conduff, 
they have had no doubt would be entitled 
to an abundant reward in the life fucceed- 
ing the prefent* 

It is greatly to be wifhed that all chris- 
tians would attend more to this great iand 
of union among them (an article of agree-- 
ment of fuch magnitude as almoft to anni-ir 
hilate all their differences) this common faith 
which is equally held by them all/ by the 
Jews who were before them, and by Ma* 
hometans who have learned it of them. 
This confideration would help to extin-» 
guiih mutual animofities, and give us a 
cool and difpailipnate temper of mind, which 

is 
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js neccflary to that calm difcuffion of our 
differences, from which alone we can ex- 
ped: a defirable termination ofcontroverfyt 
jti the difcovery and univerfal reception of 
all truth. 

This general agreenient among chrif- 
tians, in the /great principles of their faith, 
cfpecially thofe of the unity of God^ af)d 
the humanity of Cbrijl^ will make their re- 
ligion appear infinitely ^nore refpe£tablc 
(becaufe more rational) to the whole world, 
and cannot fail to put an end to all in- 
fidelity, and bring on thofe glorious times, 
when, according to the fure word of pro^ 
phecy^ the whole earth will be full of the 
knowledge of the Lord^ and the kingdoms of 
the world will become the kingdoms of our 
Lord^ and of his Cbriji, 

I fhall not live to fee this event, but I 
clearly fee the operation of thofe caufes^ 
which will certainly bring it to pafs ; and 
this faith is able to give the greatefl con- 
folation through life, and in death. The 
faintefl hope that my writings, notwith- 
ftanding the miftakes I may have fallen 

into. 
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into, and which I fhall always be ready 
to * correft, may have beeir the fmalleft 
means, in the hands of providence^ of ac« 
complifliing fo gl'eat an end, does much 
more than enable me to bear, it makes mcL 
rejoice in, all the hatred and oppoiition that 
I draw lipon myfclf by them* 
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SECTION VI. 

Of theprefent State of Things with reJpeH 
to the Trinitarian andr Arian Controverfies. 

/^F late years the attention of learned 
^^ chriftians has been much drawn to the 
dodrine of the trinity^ and it is highly de- 
firable that this fhould be continued till 
the controverfy come to fome regular 
iffue. There was ia remarkable aera of 
this kind occafioned by the publication of 
Dr. Clarke's Scripture DoSlrine of the Tri^ 
nity ; in lefs than twenty years after which 
a great majority of learned chriftians in this 
country were, I believe, pretty well Satisfied 
concerning the fupremacy of one God^ the 
Father, and that Chrift is only a creature. 

If learned men will give equal attention 
to the fubjeiSt of this work (I do not fay to 
the work itfelf, for I hope to fee other 
treatifes which ftiall have the fame objedt) 
we may cxpedt that in an equally fliort fpace 

of 
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of time the controverfy between the Arians 
and unitarians will be decided. For every 
fa<a of any confequencc to forming our. 
judgment may in that time, be producedt 
and when that is don^^ there wiU be little 
more halting between the t*wo opinians. I 
fpeak of thofe who are of a proper age for 
inquiries of this kind, and fuch as the 
rifing generation will follow i while thofe 
who are pafl; the age of inquiry wjill go off 
the flage, and carry their prejudices witjbt 
them. 

It certainly moil imports thoie who eQr 
joy fuperior ilations in eftabliihcd churches 
to defend the fyftem from which they de-- 
riv^ their wealth and honours. The com- 
Omnitiea^ which give them their rank in 
their refpe(^ive countries, will look up to 
tbe^ for it. And the fame unfavourable 
conclufion will be drawn, whedier they 
Iqave the work to inferior handt, unequal 
%Q the difcuffion, or themfelves cdmo forth, 
and be foikd in the contefli. 

Such is the attention that is already given 
to this fubjeA, and fuch the getieral expeda- 

tion 
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ceedings by the fpirlt and inclination of 
the people^ whofe fervants they really are, 
and whofe will they muft confult. How 
glorious then is the profped which the 
daily fpread of unitarianifm is opening to 
us ! 

I had intended to have enlarged on this 
topic in this place ; but having done it in 
jny late Sermon for the 5th of Novenoibcr, 
and the iRejleSlions fubjoined to it^ I take 
«the liberty to refer my readers to that pub« 
lication. 
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Articles omitted to be inferted in tbeir propef 

Places. 

Vol. I. p. 19. after the kit: paragraph add> 

npHE manner in which the apoftles, and 
thofe of the difciples of Chrift who re-^ 
fpedted him the moft, lived and converfed 
with him, (hews clearly enough, that they 
coniidered him in no higher light than that 
of a prophet, or fuch a Meffiah as the Jews in 
general expeded ; one who was deftined to be 
a temporal prince. But what a fmall matter 
muft this h^ve appeared to them> if they 
had thought him to be the being who 
made the worlds to fay nothing of hfs 
proper divinity^ Httd they feen him with 
the eyes of an A'rian, they muft have con- 
iidered his appearing in the charaifter of 
the Mejpahf as a ftatc of great humiliation, 
inftead of a ftate of exaltation and glory ; 
which, however always appears to have 
been their idea of him in that character. 
Vol. IV. Z Bcfidcs, 
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Befides, the freedoms which they took with 
him, as thofe of Peter reproving him for 
talking of his fufFerings, and for fpeaking 
ofaperfon touching him in a crowd, and 
bther little circumftances, {hews that they 
had not that awe of him upon their minds, 
which they could never have diveflrcd them- 
felves of^ if they had confidered him as 
being their maker. A perfon who can think 
otherwife, mult never have attempted to 
realize the idea, or have put himfelf in the 
place of the apoflles, fo as to have imagined 
himfelf introduced into the adtual prefence 
of his maker, in the form of man, or any 
other form whatever. He would be over- 
whelmed with the very thought of it. Or 
if any particular perfon (hould have had 
the courage, and unparalleled felf-poflef- 
lion, to bear fuch a thing, muft there not 
have been numbers who woyld have been 
filled with confternation at the very idea, 
or the mere fufpicioriy of the perfon they 
were fpeaking to being really God ? And 
yet we perceive no trace of any fuch con- 
fternation and alarm in the gofpel hiftory, 
I no 
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ho iTiark of aftonifliment in the difciples of 
our Lord in confeqiiertce of their belief of it^j 
and no marks of ilndign^tion or exclama- 
tion of blafphemy^ &c* againft thofc who 
difbelieved it. 

Vol. I. p. 66y after the firft paragraph add^ 

I T is acknowledged that thefe two 
paffages, viz. from the epiftles to the 
Ephefians^ and Coloiliansj correfpond to 
each other, and that they are to be in- 
terpreted on the fame principled^ Now if 
the phrafeology in the epiftle to the Ephc* 
iians be attended to, it will be clearly feen, 
that the writer explains his own meaning 
with refpeift to what he calls creation. In 
the fecond chapter, he reprefents the Gen- 
tiles as being in a (late of death ^^nd quicks 
ened, or brought to life^ by the gofpcl. 
Confcquently they might be faid to be 
created again^ as he fays, ch. ii. lo. IFe are 
bis workman/hip created in Chriji Jejiis unto 
good works. Does not this fufHciently ex- 
plain what he meant, 2h. iii. 9. by creating 
all things by Jefus Chriji ? With the fame 

Z 2 idea 
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idea he calls the heathen (late of the Ephe** 
iians the old mariy and their chrifliah flatCj^ 
the new man^ ch. iv. 22. T^hat ye put ofi con- 
cerning the former converfation the old man^ 
which is corrupt^ according to the deceitful 
lufts : and be renewed in the fpirit of your 
mind I and that ye put on the new man^ 
which, after God^ is created in righteoufnejs 
and true holinefs. 

In the idea of the apoftle, the preaching 
of chriftianity notade a new and diflinguifhed 
^aera in the hiftory of the world, from which 
things might be faid to have a new origin^ 
and this he terms creation^ as he fays, 2 Cor. 
V. 17^ If any man he in Chrijly he is a new 
creature : Old things are pajfed away, be^ 
hold all things are become new. And this lan-^ 
guage is countenanced by, and was perhaps 
adopted from, Ifaiah; who, looking into 
future times, fays, ch. Ixv. 17. Behold I 
create new heavens, and a new earth , and the 
former Jhall not be remembered nor come into 
mind. But be ye glad, and rejoice for ever 
in that which I create. For behold I create 
Jerufalem a rejoicing^ and her people a joy. 

By 
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By this language the prophet only meant to 
defcribe a glorious revolution in favour of 
the Jews. 

Vol. III. p. 30. after the laft paragraph add, 

THE Rabbi Nachmanides, in his pub- 
lic difputation before the king of Arragon, 
in 1263, lays the greateft ftrefs imaginable^ 
on the doftrine of the Meffiah being a mere 
man ; and his addrefs to the young king on 
the fubjed: is pertinent and affedling. 
^* The greateft fubjc£t of controverfy be- 
^* tween us and the chriftians," fays he, 
" lies in this, that you make the Meffiah 
*^ to be. a God, which is not to be borne," 
(literally, it is a very bitter thing'^'Wi'o ID) 
You, my king, are a young man, born of 
chriftian parents, and have all your life 
" heard monks and preachers difcourfing 
^* about the nativity of Jefus, and they hav6 
^* filled your bones with this doctrine as 
^* with marrow ; and from ufe it is grateful 
** to you. But what you believe on this 
** fubjedt is contrary to found reafon. It is 

Z ^ **not 
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^* not agreeable to common fcnfe, to the 
•* nature of things, or to the writings of 
^* the prophets. The enprmpiis prodigy is 

*^ utterly inexplicable. For could th? 

^* creator of heaven and earth, and of all 
^* things that are in • them, go into the 
«« womb of a Jewifli woman, be there 
** nourifhed nine months, be afterwards 
f * born 9 boy^ then grow to a man, be deT 
•* livcred into the hands of hi$ enemies, 
** who ijiould pafe fcfitencc of death upo^ 
** him, and ex^^cute it, then copie to life 
** again, &c. Thefe are things that neither 
'* the reafop of a Jew, nDi*that of any other 
•* man, can bear. It is in vain, there- 
*^ fore, and to no purpofe, to difpute, abou^ 
** other things ; it is on this that the hinge 
" of our controyerfy tiirns *•" 

* Caeterum, principalis caufa quae inter Judseos ac 
praeputiatps dubia ac controverfa eft, in eo latet, quod vos 
Mcffiam inter divinitatis fepta admittitis, quae res eft durif- 
fima. Tu vero, mi rex domineque, juvenis es, patre 
chriftiano, et matre chriftjana progenitus, totaque vita tua 
audivifti monachos, homunciones et concionatores de nati- 
yitate Jcfu yerba facientes, ii hac auafi medulla repleverunt 

offa 
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Vol. 4. p. 10. after the firft paragraph in^ 

fert this Note. 

AS I am confident it will will give pica- 
furc to many of my readers, I fhall give 
them a fpecimen of true candour in a mo- 
dern trinitarian, the late excellent Dr. 
Watts. -It is copied from his Ufeful and 
important ^eftions concerning Jefiis the f on of 
God, p. 1 1 • &c. " This title. Son of God, is 

ofla tua, et «x hac confuetudine fuayis eft ingento tuo« 
Sq4 Ycro res jqjuam creditis^ r4nap rationi aidverf^tur, nee 
enim vel intelle(9:us, vel rerum natura tale quid.conce- 
^Miit, neque prophetae hoc enunciarunt. Amplius, nep 
exglicari poteft prodigii enormitas, prput demonftn^bo ra- 
tionibus evidentibus fuo loco et tempore. Nunquid enim 
creator cosli et terras, rerumque quae his continentur oih- 
pi(un, recigerit fefe ii> uterum Jucjaiqae mulieris^ ibiqu^ale- 
T^ur, p^r jn?nfe$ novems et puer poite^ nafqeretur, ed^ica- 
retur deinde, traderetur in manus inimicorum fuorum, qu| 
capkalem fententiam adverfus ilium pronunciarent, et neci 
trad<^rent, dicatur autem poftea revixifTe, et reverfus e(Ie in 
locum fuum, qiieque alia funt ejus generis? Ifta nee Ju* 
dxi hominis nee cujufquam mortalium fana ratio fuffert. 
in vanumjgitur, et ii;i nihilumi de aliis verba facitis^, nam 
ki ki$ v^rtitur cardo noftrap controverfl^. P. 40; 

Z 4 ♦* given 
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<^ given to Chrift> fome times upon the jstc- 
^* count of his incarnation and miraculous 
<< birth ; but this cannot be the chief mean- 
^* ning of the name Son of God^ in the texts 
^* before cited. For furely the belief that 
^* the ijian Chrift Jefus was begotten of 
^^ God, and born of a virgin^ without an 
^^ earthly father, was not made the term of 
^^ falvation any where that we can find in 
*^ in the New Teftament. It is not this 
^^ fort oifonjhip that Chrift and the apoftles 
^^ lay fo great a ftrefs on» nor make the mat* 
'^ ter of their fermons» and the labour of 
•* their arguments, to convince the world 
^* of it, in order to their falvation. This 
^^ circumftance of his extraordinary birth 
^^ doth not fecm to have any fuch ipecial 
** connexion with the redemptiqn and fal- 
*• vation of men, as to have it made the pe- 
^* cuHar matter of their faith, and the very 
^^ article on which their falvation w^ to 
•^ depend. 

^^ Doubtlefs many a poor creature might 
** become a true believer in Chrift, when he 

^^ was 
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** was upon earth, by the fight of his mi- 
** raclcs, and hearing his dodtrine, without 
^* the knowledge of this particular circum- 
^* ftance of his incarnation or birth ; and 
doubtlefs many a one was converted by 
the apoftles, without any notice of this 
*' part of the hiftory of Chrift. For wc 
** fcarce find fo much as the mention of it 
*« in their preaching or writings. This, 
** therefore, cannot be the meaning of this 
f* name in thofe fcriptures/^ 

Vol. IV, p; 25. add, 

IT has been faid that the ufe of the mi- 
raculous conception was to be a motive 
with the parents of Jefus^, to give him a 
pious and proper education. Biit to this it 
inay be replied, in the firft place, that his 
parents, being of themfelves pious perfons, 
would, of courfe, give their child a religi- 
ous education; and, therefore, could not 
ftand in need of fo extraordinary a meafurc 
as this to engage them to attend to it. 
Pef^des-, no motive is naturally fo ftrong as 

the 
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Juffer in that charaftQr. And his fupcr-.na» 
tural illumination, and his private medi- 
tations, during the forty days which he paf- 
icd in abfolutc retirement, will fufficiently 
account for the part that he adted, and the 
temper of mind that he difcovered after- 
wards. 

His firft preaching was nothing more 
than John had taught before him. Mat. iv. 
^j. From that time Jefus began to preach and 

• 

to fay ^ Repent y for the kingdom of heaven is at 
band. Nor do I perceive any thing in his 
fubfequent teaching, which any other good 
man may not be fuppofed to have been al- 
ways ready to deliver, on receiving inftruc- 
tions from God on the fubjedt. His w/nr- 
cles evidently required no particular edu- 
cation, preparation, or inftruftion, for they 
were not his. The Father within him did 
the works. 

Why then ftiould we fuppofe that the 
miraculous conception was provided as a 
means to a certain end ; when neither the 
exijlence, nor the propriety of that end, can 

be 
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be proved from the fcriptures. We are no 
where told, that any particular attention to 
the education of Jefus by his parents was 
requifite, nor do we find that fuch attention 
was given. This then is a cafe in which 
both the fa^, and the hypothejis to account 
for it^ are alike imaginary. 



The 



^^o Names cf the principal Perfons 



\ 



Tie Names of the principal Ver foils mentioned in tins 
Work^ with the Times in which they lived, in the 
order of the Alphabet y ccrrefponding to the Biogra- 
phical Chart, which fronts the Title-page of the 
Jirft Volume. 

AMBROSE, died A. D. 397- aged 57. 
Anaftafius Sinaita, died 599- 
ApoUinarius, jun. fiourifhed 370. 
Aquila, flourilhed 128. 
Arius, died 336. 
Arnobius, flouriifhed 303. 
Athanafius, died 371. 
Athenagoras, flourilhed 177. 
Auftin, died 430. 76- 

Bardefanes, flourilhed 172- 
Bafil the Great, died 378. 5 1. 
Bafil of Seleucia, flouriflied 448, 
Bafilides, flouriflied 112. 
Beryllus, flouriflied 230. 

Caius, flouriflied 210. 

Caflian, died 448. 97. 

Celfus, flouriflied 150. 

Cerinthus, flouriflied 80. 

Chrifl:, died 29. 36. 

Chryfoft:om, died 407. 53. 

Clemens Alexandrinus, died about 220. 

Clemens 
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Clemens Romanus, died 102. 
Cofmas Indicopleultes, flouri(hed535. 
Cyprian, died 258. 
Cyril of Alexandria, died 444. 
Cyril of Jerufalem, 386. 

Didymus of Alexandria, (iourifhed 370. 

Dionyfius of '— — , died 265. 

Donatus, died about 355. 

Ephrem Syrus, flourilhed 370. 
Epiphanius, died 403 * 7 1 . 
Evagrius, born 535. lived after 595* 
Eunomius, died about 394. 
Eufebius, died about 346. about 70. 
Eutyches, flourifhed 448, 

Facundus, flouriflied 540. 
Firmilian, died 270. 
Fulgentius, died 529. 66. 

Gregentius, died 552. 
Gregory the Great, died 604. 6q. 
— — Nazianzcn, died 389. 65. 
— Nyflen, died 395. 



— — -- Thaumaturgus, died 266. 

Hegefippus, flouriflied 170. 
Herqias, or Hermes, flourifhed \ 50. 
Hermias, flouriiOied 177. 
Hermogenes, flouriftied 170* 



Hilary, 
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Hibry, died 372. 80. 
Hippolytus, flourifhed 22O4 

Ibas, flourifhed 436. 
Ignatius, died 108 « 
Ircnaeus, died 202. 62. 
Ifidorus Pelufiota, died aftef43i. 

Jamblichus, died aboiit ^ZZ^ 

Jcrom, died 420.78. 

Job the monk, flourifhed 530. 

John, theapoflle, died 99. 92. 

Jofephus,,died93i 56- 

Julian, died 363. 31. 

Julius Africanus, flourifhed 220. 

Juflin Martyr, died 163. 

Juflinian, died 565. 83. 

Laftantius, flourifhed 311. 
Leo the Great, died 461. 
Leucius, flourifhed 180. 

Manes, flourifhed 277. 
Marcellus of Ancyra, died 372- 
Marcion, flourifhed 134. 
Marius Mercator, died about 451. 

— Viftorinus, died about 370. 

Maxentius, flourifhed 520. 
Maximus Taurinenfis, flourifhed 433. 

IjVIclito, flourifhed 170. 

Methodius, 
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Methodius, flourifhed 290. 
Minutius Felix, ftourifhcd aao. 
Montanus, flourifhed 173. 

* Novatiiin, flourilhcd 251. 
Neftprius, d<kdi after 439. 

Oecumenius, fldurifhcd 990. 
Optatus, flourilhcd 368. 
Origen, died 254. 69. 
Orofius, flourilhed 416. 

Pamphilus, the martyr, flourifhed 294. 
tapiaSi flourifhed 110. 
Paul the apoflle, died 6^. 
Paulinus, died 431. 78. 
Paulus Samofatenfis, flourifhed 270. 
Pclagius, died ^bout 420. 
Peter the apoflle, died 67. 
Philafler, died 387. 
Philo, flour iflied 40. 

Philoflorgius, born 367 > lived rfter 4^5. 
, Photinus, died 377, 
Photius, flourifhed 858. 
Plotinus, died 270. 66. 
Polycarp, flourifhed 108^ . 
Porphyry, died about 304. 71, 
Prifcillian, died 386. 
Proclus, the philofopher, flourifhed 5 lo^ 
Vol, IV. jl a Proclus 
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Proclus of Conftantinople, died 446. 
Procopius Gazseus, flourifhed 520. 

Rufinus, died 411. 

Simon Magus, flourifhed 35. 
Socrates the hiflorian, flourifhed 440. 
Sozomcn, died about 450. 
Sulpicim Severus, died 420. 
Symmachus, flourifhed 201. 
Synefius, flourifhed 410. 

Tatian, flourifhed 171. 
Tertullian, died about 220. 
Theodotion, flourifhed 183. 
Theodoret, died after 460. 
Theodorus, died 428. 
Theodotus, flourifhed 192. 
Theophanes, died about 816. 68. 
Theophilus, flourifhed 168. 
Theophylaft, died after 1077. 

Valentinus, lived after 160. 

Viftor, died 201. 

Vigilius Tapfenfis, flouriftied 484. 
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A MBROSSII, Opera, 5 vols* Parillia, 1603. 
Ariftotelis Opera^ 2 vols. Gr & Lat. 
Aurelii AllobrogUm 1605. 
Arnobii Opera, per Elmenhorftium, Ham-v 

burgi, i6io« 
Athanafii Opera, 2 vols^ Gr. 6c Lat. Pa- 

rifiis, 1627. 
Auguftini Opera, 10 vols. Bafileas, 1569. 
■ Supplementum, 2 vols, Parifiis, 

Bafilii Magni Opera, 3 vols. Gr. &c Lat. 
Parifiis, 1638. 

A a 2 Bibliotheca 
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Bibliotheca Patrum, 8 vols, cum Appcn- 

dice, Pariiiisy 1576. 
Bibliothecas Grascorum Patrum Auftarium 

per Combefis, 2 vols, Gr. & Lat. Pari- 

fiis, 1672. 

Cafliani Opera^ per Gazaeum, Atrebati, 

1628. 

Francofurti, i722, 

Chryfoftomi Opera, per Fronto-Ducaeum 

& Commelinum, 10 vols. Gr. & Lat. 

Parifiis, 1603, & 1621. 
Clementis Alexandrini Opera^ Gr. & Lat. 

per Sylburgium, Lutetiae, 1629. 
Concilia Generalia & Provincialia, per Bi- 

nium, 5 vols. Coloniae, 1618. 
Cypriani Opera, per Fell, Oxonii, 1682. 
Cyrilli Alexandrini Opera, 2 vols. Lat, 

Parifiis, 1572. 
Cyrilli Hierofalomitani Opera, Gr. & Lat. 

per Milles, Oxon, 1703. 

Damafceni Opera, per Billium, Parifiis, 
"1619. 

Dionyfii 
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Dionyfii Arcopagitae Opera, Gr. & Lat 
perLampelium, Lutetis^ 1615. 

Ephraim Syri Opera, 0x011,1709- 
Epiphanii Opera, per Petavium, z volf, 

Gr. & Lat. Coloniae, 1682. 
Eufebii Prasparatio et Dcmpnftratio^ Evan- 

gelicae, &c. Gr. & Lat, 2 vols. Parifiis, 

1628. 
Eufebii, Socratis, Sozomcni, Thcodorcti, 

ct Philoftorgii Hiftoriae, Gr. & Lat. 3 

vols, per Reading, Cantab. 17:50. 

Grcgorii Magni Oppra, 2 volsParifiis^ ^SS^» 
Grcgorii Nazianzeni Opera, Gr. & Lat, 

per MorcUum, Parifiis, 1630. 
Gregorii Nyfleni Opera, Gr. & Lat* 2 vok. 

per Morellum, Parifiis, 1615. 
Grcgorii Thaumaturgi, Macarii^ ct Bafilii 

Seleucicnfis Opera, Gr. & Lat. Parifiis, 

1622. 

Jlilarii Piftavorum Opera, Parifiis, i652# 
Hicronymi Opera, per M . Vidorium, f 
vols. LutetisB, 1624, 

A a 3 JJlppolyti, 
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Hippolyti Dppra^ Gr. & Lat. per FabrU 

cium, Hamburg!, 1716. 
Ircnaei Opera, Gr. & Lat. per Grabc, 

Oxoniae, 1702. 
Jfidori Pelufiotae Opera, Gr, & Lat. per 

Billium, Prun^um, &c. Parifiis, 1638, 
Ju|iani Opera, et Cyrilli contra Julianum 

libri, Gr. & Lat. 2 vols, per Spanhc- 

mium, Lipfiae, \6()6. 
Juftjni Martyris Item Athenagorae, Theo- 

phili, Tatiani, et Hermiae Opcra^ Gr. 

&Lat. Colonise, 1686. 
Apologias, ct Dialogus, Gr. 

$c Lat. per Thirlby, Londini, 1723. 

Leonis Magni, Maximi Taurinenfis, Petri 
Chryfologi, Fulgentii, Valeriani, Ame-^ 
dei, et Afterii Opera, per Th. Rainau- 
dum, item Profperi Aquitanici Opera^^ 
Parifiis, ibju 

Nicephori Hiftoria, 2 vols. Gr. & Lat 
Lutetian, 1630. 

^cumeni^ 
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CEcumenIi Commentarii, per Morellum, z 
vols. Gr. & Lat« Lutetiae, 1631. 

Optati, ct Facundi Opera, per Albafpi* 
nasun% Lutetias, 1676. 

Originis Opera, 2 vols. Lat. Bifilias, 1571. 

— Commentaria, per Huetium, Gr. & 

Lat. 2 vols. Colonise, 1685. 

Patres Apoftolici per Cotilerium ct Cleri- 
cum, Gr. & Lat. 2 vols. Antverpiae^ 
1700. 

Philonis Judasi Opera, Gr. & Lat. per 
Turnebum, &c. Lutetian, 1640. 

Photii Bibliotheca, Gr. & Lat. per Scot- 
turn, 1611. 

Epiftolae, Gr. & Lat. per Montacu- 

tium, Londini, 1651. 

Platonis Opera, Gn & Lat. Bafilias, I539* 

Genevae, 1590* 

JPhotini Opera, Gr. & Lat. per M. Fici- 
nuip, Bafiliae, 1580. 

Plutarchi Opera, per Xylandrum, 2 vols. 
Gr. & Lat, Francofurti, 1620. 

A a 4 » Proclus 
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Proclus in Platonis Tlieolog^tin» "Gx. bi 
Lat. per ^milium Portusa, Hamborgi, 

Procopius in Efaiam, Gr. & Lat. 

Ruffini Opera, ParifiiSi 1 580* 

' Syneiii Opera, Gu k Lat. per Petavium, 
Lutetiae, i6i&« 

iTertuUiani Opera, per Rigaltium^ Lute^ 

tiae, 1675. 
Theodoriti Opera^ per Sirmondam, 4 yoIs. 
Or. & Lat. Parifiis^ 1 64^. 

■ ■— > Tomus Quintus, per GaraierAim, 
^684. 

5 vols. Odavo, Gr. & Lat, per 



Schulze, Halac, 1769. 
Theophyladi Conhnentarii, 2 vols. Gr. & 
Latp Xutctiae, 1 63 1 . 

Zonarse in Canones Commentarii * Lute- 
tian, 1618. 
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QUARTO. 

Eutychii Annalcs, per Seldcnum, Arab. & 
Lat. Oxon* 1659. 

Gregorii Thaumaturgi Opera, Gr* & Lat. 
&c. per Voffium* 

Niizzachon Vetus ; Difputstio, R. Jcchiclis 
cum Nicolac. Item. R. Moiis Nach? 
manidis cum Fratre Paulo ; Munimen 
Fidei per. R. Ifaac j Tolcdoth Jefchu. 
all Heb. Sc Lat. 

r 

Oracula Sybillina, Gr. & Lat per S. Gal- 

laeum, AmfleL 1689. 
Origenes contra Celfum, Gr. & Lat. per 

Spencerum, Cantab. 1677. 
■ Contra Marcionitas, Gr. & Lat» per 

Wetftenium, B^fileae, 1674. 

Photii Nomocanon, Gr. & Lat. Lutetiact 
1615. 
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Procli Conilantinopolitani Opufcula, Gr« 

& Lat. per £knenhorflium> Lugduni,^ 
Bat.1617. 
Sulpicii Scveri, Opcr», per Clcricum, Lip- 
fl«, 1709 

Theophilus Ad Autolycum, Oxon, 1684. 

When two editions of any work are mcn- 
tionedt the former is that which I have 
generally quoted, and the latter is not in*- 
tended except it be particularly fpecified ; 
the former being that which I firft pro- 
cured^ and made my collections from. JBut 
the Apologies and Dialogue of Juftin Mar-, 
tyr, are always quoted from the edition of 
Thirlby. 

When no particular volume of any work 
is mentioned, the firft is always intended. 

Whenever any writer is quoted, whofe 
work makes part of a fet, as Socrates, 
Sozomen, &c. it was thought unneceffary 
to mention the volume of the fet, but only 
the page of the particular work. In like 

manner. 
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manner, it was thought fufHcient in fcve- 
ral cafes, to quote the page of any particu- 
lar treatife, without diftinguifhing the vo- 
lume, as Eufe bins contra Marcellumy which 
is annexed to his Demonjiratio Evangelka. 

All the authors are quoted in the ori- 
ginal, except thofe in Hebrew or Arabic, 
with refpeft to which the Latin tranflations 
are given in the notes. This is alfo the 
cafe with refpcft to the works of Cyril of 
Alexandria, which I could not procure ia 
Greek, except his books againft Julian, 
which are annexed to Spenheim's editioa 
of the works of Julian. Thefe arc always 
quoted in Greek. 

In my edition of Jerom, the pages arc 
continued till the fourth volume, fo that 
it makes no difference whether the firft, 
fecond, and third be diftinguifhed or not. 
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^bat the Reader may form a clearer Idea 

of the Dijiribiaion of all the Parts of this 

' Work^ I Jhall here give the Titles of all the 

Books ^fid Chapters^ omitting thofe of the 

Sections. 

V O L. I 
TNTRODUCTION, containing a 

VIEW OF THE PRINCIPAL ARGUMENTS 
AGAINST THE DOCTRINES OF THE DIVI- 
NITY AND PRE-EXISTENCEOF CHRIST I 

BOOK I. 

The HISTORY of opinions which PRE- 
CEDED THE DOCTRINE OF THE DIVINI- 
TY OF CHRIST, AND WHICH PREPARED 
THP WAY FOR IT - - 9I 

CHAPTER I. 
Of thofe who are called Apoftolical Fa- 
thers ... ibid. 

CHAP- 
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CHAPTER II. 

Of the Principles of the Oriental Phild(-. 
fophy - - - no 

CHAPTER III. 
Of the Principles of the Chriftian Gnoftics 

CHAPTER IV. 

The Gnoftics were the only Heretics ia 
early times - - 237 

CHAPTER V. 

Of the Apoflles Creed, as a guard againft 
Gnofticifna - - 303 

CHAPTER VL 
Of the Doftrine of Plato concerning God, 
and the general Syftem of Nature 320 

CHAPTER VII. 
, j^ View of the Principles of the later Pla- 
* tonifts - - ,- 3^j6_ 
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VOL. II. 

CHAPTER VIII. 
Of the Platonifm of Philo - i 

BOOK II. 

Containing tSe history of thb doc- 
trine OF THE TRINITY - 23 

CHAPTER I. 
Of Chriftian Platonifm - ibid. 

CHAPTER II. 
Of the Generation of the Son from the 
Father - - • 44 

CHAPTER III. 
The Defence of the preceding Doftrine by 
the Fathers - - - 86 

C H A P T E R IV. 

The Inferiority of the Son to the Father, 
fliewn to have been the Doftrine of all 
the Antenicene Fathers - 1 45 

CHAPTER V. 
Of the Power and Dignity of Chrift, as the 
pre-cxifting Logos of the Father 172 

2 CHAP- 
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C H A P T E R VI. 

Chrift, befides being the Logos of the Fa- 
ther, was thought to have a proper hu- 
man Soul - - - 198 

CHAPTER VII. 
Of the Union between the Logos and the 
Soul and Body of Chrift, and their fepa- 
rate Properties - - - 224 

CHAPTER VIII. 

Of the Ufe of the Incarnation, and the Ob- 
jedtions that were made to the Dodtrine 

268 

CHAPTER IX, 

Of the Controverfy relating to the Holy 
Spirit - - - - 268 

CHAPTER X. 

Of the Dodlrine of the Trinity after the 
Council of Nice - - - 335 

CHAPTER XL 

Of the Arguments by which the Doftrine 
of the Trinity was defended - 392 

Vol. IV. B b V O L. 
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VOLUME III. 

BOOK III- 

The history of the unitarian doc- 
trine - - - 1 

IntroducSion - - - - ibid. 

CHAPTER I. , . 
That the Jews in all Ages were Believers 
in the Divine Unity , - 7 

C H A P T E R II. 

General Confiderations relating to the fup- 
pofed Condudt of Chrift and the Apoftles, 
with Rcfped: to the Dodlrines of his Pre- 
exiftence and Divinity - - jq 

CHAPTER III. 

Of the Condud: of our Saviour himfelf v/ith 
refpeft to his own fuppofed Pre-cxiftence 
and Divinity - - 5^ 

CHAPTER IV. 

Of the Teftimony of Athanalius to the Cau- 
tion with which the Apoftles divulged 
the Dodrines of the Pre-exiftence and 
Divinity of Chrift - - 86 

CHAP- 
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CHAPTER V, 

Of the concurrent Teftimony of other Pa-. 

th'ers to the Caution of the Apodles^ in 

teaching the Dodlrines of the Pre-exift- 

ence and Divinity of Chrifl: - i o t 

CHAPTER VI. 

Of the Caution obferved by the Apoftles in 
teaching the Dodtrines of the Pre-exift- 
ence and Divinity of Chrift to the Gch- 
tile Converts - - - 113 

CHA P T E R YII. 

Of John being thought to have been the 
firft who clearly and boldly taught the 
Dodlrines of the Pre-exiftence and Divi- 
nity of Chrift - - - 123 

CHAPTER VIII. 

pf the Nazarenes and the Ebionitcs 5 flicw- 
ing that they were the fame People, and 
that none of them believed the Divinity 
or Pre-exiftence of Chrift - 158 

Bb2 CHAP-. 
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CHAPTER IX. 

Of the fuppofed Church of Orthodox Jews 
at Jerufalem, fubfcquent to the Time of 
Adrian - - - -190 

CHAPTER X. ;• 

Of the fuppofed Herefy of the Ebionites 

and Nazarenes, and other Particulars re- 

^ lating to them - - 201 

CHAPTER XL 
Of the facred Books of the Ebionites 212 

CHAPTER Xn. 

Of Men of Eminence among the Jewifli 
Chriftians - - • 219 

CHAPTER Xni. 

Unitarianifm was the Dodlrine of the pri- 
mitive Gentile Churches. - 233 

CHAPTER XIV. 
An Argument for the Novelty of the Doc- 
trine of the Trinity, from the Manner 
in which it was taught and received in 
early Times. - - 272 

I CHAP- 
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CHAPTER XV. 

Objcftions to the precedifigState of Things 
confidered - - - 295 

CHAPTER XVI. 

Of the State of the Unitarian Dodrine 
after the Council of Nice. 318 

CHAPTER XVn. 
Of Philofophical Unitarianifm 27^ 

CHAPTER XVni. 

Of the Principles and Arguments bf the 
ancient Unitarians - 399 

CHAPTER XIX. 

Of the Pradlice of the Unitarians with re- 
fped: to Baptifm. - 439 

VOL. IV. 
CHAPTER XX. 

Of the Dodlrine of the Miraculous Concep- 
tion. - - - I 
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BOOK iV. 

Of some controversies which had a 
near relation to the trinita- 
rian or unitarian doctrine. 165 

CHAPTER I. 
Of the Arian Controverfy ibid. 

CHAPTER II. 
Of the Neftorian Controverfy 239 

CHAPTER III. 
An Account of the Prifcillianifts and Pauli- 
cians - - • 263 

CO N C L U S I O N, 273 
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Texts of Scripture itluftrated^ or partkularfy 
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/^ EN. i. I. vol. ii. p 
^^ — i. 26. ii. 



xviu. 2. 
Ixix. 9. 
Peut. vi. 4. 

iii. 47.5 

— xviii. ij. 

Job xxviii. 20. 
Pf. xxi..6. 

— xxxiii. &• 

— xlv. jl. 

'. — Ii. 10, II. 
— - Ixvii. I . 
-^.Ixxii. I. 

— evil. 20. 
— ;cx. 4. 

< — cxiii. i6. 

— cxxxix; 13. 
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Sol. viii. 4. 12. 
If. vi. 3. 
— vii. 14. 
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426 
410 
140 
409 
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414 
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209 

141 

416 
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415 



If. xxxix. II. vol. 

— xli. 4. 
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— liii. 8. 

— Ixi. I. 
-:rlxvi. 7. 
Jer. xvii. 5. 
Ezek. xliv. 2. 
Dan. ii. 45. 
Micah. V. 2. 
Matt. x;c. 23. 
Mark, xii.28. 
Luke, 1. 35. 

ii. I. 

iv. 18. 

John, i. 1. 
— «.v. 27. 

vii. 6. 

viii. 26. 

viii. 40. 
viii. 41, 
viii. 54. 
X. 30. 
xiv, 28, 
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iii. 425 
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427 
.146 

428 
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417 
148 

149 

438 

iii. 429 
iii. 432 
iv. 124 
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ii- 433 

iii. 432 

iv. .69 

i. 171 

ii. 423 
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Texts of Scripture, &c. 



Johnxvii. 3. vol. ii. p. 432 



XX. 31 



A£b, ii. 22. 
xix. 8» 
xxiv. 14, 

Rom. ix. 5. 

I C(tr. i. 18. 

XV. 16. 

— — XV. 24. 

XV. 50. 

-Gal. 1.12. 

xliv. — 

£ph. iii. 9. 

'-^ — iv. 6. 
iv. 10. 
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Phil. ii. 6. 
Coll. i. 15. 

i. 15. 

i. 15. 
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434 
238 
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425 
152 

211 

436 
212 

426 
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63 
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426 
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iii. 432 

i. 65 

iii. 436 

iv. 210 
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Coll. ii. 18. vol. 1. p. 160 
I Tim. i. 3. i. 158 



11. I. 
ii. 5. 



-VI. I. 



VI. 3. 

2 Tim» ii. 17. 
Tit. i. ,g. 
Heb. i. I, 
2 Pet. ii. I. 
1 John, ii, i^. 

ii. 21. 

• ' — iii. 10. 

iv. I. 

V. 6. 



i. 226 

iii- 437 

i. 226 

i- ^53 

i. 210 

i. 145. 224 
1. 
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2 John, vii. — 
Jude iii. — 
Rev. i. II. 
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1. 

• • 
11. 
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225 
242 

164 
191 
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433 

191 

209 
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The reader is defircd to take notice, that 
fometimes the quotations from the Pfalms are 
copied from the ancient writers, who, following 
the verliion of the Septuagint, make one Pfalm of 
the firft and fecondi and, therefore, the number 
of any Pfalm muft be confidered as one lefs than 
according to our tranflation. 
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tlAViNG crnployefl rtiuch time and labortf 
in the compofirion of this Wbrk^ which, on 
account of the neCcffary cxjienfivenefs of it, and 
the nature of the fubje^, is not likely to meet 
With many purchafers, an4 consequently may not 
ioon be reprinted, I was willing to make this edi^ 
tioq as perfed as I could i and for this pUfpOle tt^ 
qucfted fome of my learned friends, to pef ufe it 
with care, and favour me with their remarks. All 
of them were by no means perfons whpfc fettti* 
ments on the fubje£i were die fame With mifte^ 
and indeed, I chofe to apply to xhem in preference 
to thofe who were of the fame opifiion with xnyCdfs 
Bein^ favoured with their remarks, and hav- 
fng myfelf re-confidered every part of the 
work> I have thought it moft advifable to fib- 
join fuch additional pbfervationsy as fincc Che 
printing of the \|^ork have been fuggefted b/ 
them, or Kave occiirfed to myfelf; 'tKey coft- 
. Vol. IV. »3b iift 
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fift of corrc6tions of the text, improvements 
in the tranflation of paflages, replies to objec- 
tions, or obfervations tending to throw farther 
light on the fubject ; whether in favour of what 
I have advanced, or not* Thofe of them to 
whijch is fubjoined the kttei'(X) were written by 
a perfon to whom I am more particularly obliged 
for his attention to this work, but whofe name I 
do. not kaow that 1 am at liberty to mention. 
. In general, the articles of this Appendix, arc 
fuch things as the lefs critical reader is not much 
jcoricerned in. But if the work fliould be tranf- 
lated, I defire that all the corrections may be made 
in thebody of the work, and that the remarks 
of a different nature may bie fubjoined to the 
whole, as is done here. I hope I need not add 
that thofe who may think proper to criticize this 
work (and I neither expeft, nor wifh, that it may 
efcape criticifm) will confider all the correftions 
^s if they had been aftually inferted in their 
proper places. 

The more material of thofe corrediorrs, which 
could be expreffed in a few words, are inferted 
in the lifts of errata ^ annexed to each volume. 

If, after the work is publifhed, T Ihould, in 
confequence of the farther remarks of friends or 

enemies, fee reafon to make any other altera- 

• • • 

tions, 
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rions, I ftiall- not fail to take fome opportunity 
(either by means of th6 Theologicat Repqfitory^ ov , 
in a feparatc publication, as circumftanccs fhall 
dircft) of giving my readers information con^ 
perning them. 

Confidering the great variety of objects that 
fall within the compafs of this work, and the 
great number of references to original writers, 
and of tranflations of paflages in them (of which 
the laft are about eighteen hundred) no candid 
pcrfon will expcft that, with all my care, and 
that of my friends, it ftiould .be without faults.^ 
Such errors of the prefs, or leflcr overfights 
of any kind, as any perfon who can difcovcr,' 
will alfo be able to reftify, are in general not 
noticed ; and confidering how much Greeks and 
that in a fmall type, is contained in thefe vo- 
lumes, I hope it will be thought to be,* upon the 
whole, not incorrcdly printed. 



ADDITIONS and CORRECTIONS in Vol.1. 
N.B. {b) figni£es from the bottom of the page.* 

Page 67. 1. 12. for he does fay, ready he is 
thought to fay. 
P. 100. 1. 6. rjsady that we ought to avoid. 

P. 117. 1, 5'. the fame things. 

•Bb2 P- 173* 
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P- 173* 1- 3* {i) afi^ patriarchs, add. Thus 
they alledged the fame texts to prore that he 
who had intercourfe with Abraham^ &c. was 
not the fupreme being himfelf, but one different 
from him. 

P. 174. after note t> add. See ThrJlby'a note 
on the place. 

P. 180, 1. 6. {b) Injliad 9f the fcntcnce h^* 
fling with Indeed, infert the fdhvmg. And ai 
^ey agreed with them in holding the pre-exilt« 
f nee of Chrifl as a great created fpirit, not in-> 
deed the maker of the world, but fuperior to] 
him that made it, and that thi9 great fpirit con-^ 
defcended to become incarnate for the falvaxion 
of men, they were agreed with refpefit to every 
fentiment that could excite reverence and grari-* 
tude. Both the fchemes had the fame objed, 
viz. the exaltation of the perfonal dignity of 
Chrift, though a created being, and they had the 
fame eflPedt upon the mind. 

Remark on p. 188. I.4. (Jb) and\. 11. p. 189. 

The apoftlc obfervcs (i Cor. iii. 11.) that 
other foundation can no man lay than that which 
is laid, which is Jefus Chrift ; and this he lays 
down as a principle, not only true in itfelf, but 
admitted to be fo by his oppofers in the church 
of Corinth. They all profcfled to inculcate his 
I religion. 
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religion^ to own him vl» the author of their faiths 
and to fpeak as his minifters (2 Con ii. 13. 23) 
and though they wretchedly perverted his doc- 
trine, aflumed to themfelves the chara&er of hia 
followers. If they had any defire indeed to pafs 
for chriilian preachers, they could not do other** 
wife. That the Corinthians might not, hoWf* 
ever, implicitly believe what t\icy faid on this 
account, St* Paul reminds them (ver* 11,) that 
St was'very poifible for perfons pretending to lay 
this foundation! to build upon it both do&rine{^ 
and practices very unfuitable to the defign of the 
gofpel i and fuch he intimates to themy though 
in an indire& manner, were feveral of the tenets 
advanced among them by their new inilru£tors« 

Perfons teaching do£lrines under the name of 
chriftianity, fo inconfUlent with what the Corin* 
thians had received from &• Paul, could have no 
profpe& of fucceeding in their attempts by any 
other method than by depreciating his apoftolic 
charafker and authority 1 and this they endea«^ 
voured by various ways. In oppofition (o .their 
^ts, the apoftle makes it his buiinefe to lay opea 
the vanity of their obje&ion^ againft him> and to 
fhow that as he was not in the leaft inferior t^ 
the very chiefefl: of the apoftles^ fo none who 
;hyEs viUli^d him deierved to be s^couated equal 

♦Bb3 to 
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• to him. And this point beirtg clearly eftablifhed> 
the Corinthians could have no excufe ifor cas- 
ing oflf their regard to hirh. But then it is ob- 
vious, that all the pertinence of his arguments 
to this purpofe, refted upon this fuppofition, 
that his antagonifts profefled to adhere to the 

' fame Lord of their faith with himfclt Had they 
declared themfclves advocates for any other .fyf- 
tcfti of religion than his whom Paul preached, 
the ftate of the queftion between the apoftle and 
his adverfaries, would have been entirely altered. 
The competition would then have been between 
one religion -an^ another, not between minifters 
of the fame religion ; and the Corinthians, with- 
out doubting in the leaft of St. Paul's eminence 
as a chriftian preacher, might have been inclined 
to hear what was faid by one who addreffed them 
under a different denomination. 

The apoftle, in the words under confidera^ 
tion, appears to admit, therefore, that if he who 
came undertook to direft them to any other 
Jefus, as the author of their falvation befides him 
whom he, the apoftle, had preached ; or if they 
had received from his miniflration any other fpirit, 
different from, or fuperior to, what they had 
already received, there might be fome reafon for 
their regarding him j but as this could not be 

fo 



A F P E' N' Dr I: X. 375* 

fo much as pretended, their conduft in fufFcring 
thennfelves to be fo perverted was capable of na 
defence. 

If this view of the apoftle^s reafoning with the 
Corinthians in his own vindication be juft, it 
ifhould feem that he does not in this place refer to ' 
any as adtually preaching another Jefus, but only 
fuppofes a cafe, the only one which could apolo- 
gize for their behaviour, a cafe which they knew 
did not exiftj and from the non-exiftencc of it,\ 
lets them fee Tiow indefenfible they were in pre- 
ferring others to him, who, as a rhinifter of Chrift, 
was, as he goes on to ihew, in the qualifications 
by which they endeavoured to recommend them- 
felves, equal, or far fuperior to them. 

As to the reft, I have no doubt But that Gnofti-^ ' 
cifm had, when St. Paul wrote to the Corinthiajfis, 
made its appearance in the church, and amongft 
therii in particular, nor that the apoftlc iirakes it 
his bufinefs, in thefe epiftles, to Ihew the falfity 
and pernicious nature of its doftrihe's. 

The date afligned to the firft epiftle to Timothy 

by'Bifhop Pearfon, is about the year of Ghrlft 65^ 

But Lightfoot and Lord Harrington place tht 

writing of it between the times of the writing df 

. the firft and fecond epiftle to the Corintiiians, Irtft 

before the epiftle to the Romans ; andTheodbfSt 

a' • 
er, and (ays he t5k?s 

• B b 4 it 
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it to be the ftfih ffpiftlc of thofo whieh we have 
0f Su Paul's writing. The patrons of this opi- 
nion differ about the year, but all place )t much 
fooner than Pearfon. 

If this early da^ of this epiftle copld b^ clearly 
fftabliihedt it wQuld be a great conflrmation of 
Dr. Prieftley's ppiniop cif th^ introduction of 
Gnoiliciiipu iqtp the church of Corinth^ at the 
time c^ the 'Vfxiung thf firit epiftle to it. But 
perhaps it is too doubtful^ or at leafl it will be 
tdofnuch difputed to admit of laying ftrefs upon 
\ti though it appears from p- ^SJt that the Do&or 
has not entirely overlooked it. (X) 

P* »0P4 !• 7 ik) r^4f we may pcrhap§ infer, 

P. 248^ !• 9) ^fp^ people, add, whofe opinion3[ 
Vtre fpfficientJy known to be heretical. 

p. z6;ij^ I. If dil^ the interpolated edition of. 

p. aSSi ^^^ tb4 paragrafb^ add^ 

It may be faid that, fincc Irenseus condemns the 
flbionites for holding an opinion which he alfq 
condemns in the Gnoftics, he muft have confi.^ 
llered them zhieretical on that account. And ha4 
this common opinion been a principal feature in 
the character of the Gnoftics, and fuch as had ori- 
ginally a great Ihare in rendering them odious to 
other chriftians, the inference muft have been ad- 
mitted. But there are many reafons to prevent 
our thinking fo, cfpecially the cpnfideration, that, 

both 



|)OtH from the (lature of the thing, ^nd the fupiBp- 
abundant acknowledgment of the Fathers, the 
great body of the primitive chriftians mufi have 
fe^, and a^fialif w«rr,unitarians, knowing nothing 
either of the prercxiftencc or divinity of Ghrift, ! 
and not immediately, at }eaft> hearing any thin^ 
of his mir^culou9 CQnceptioQ. Such plain chrif- 
thtm could never haye been confidered as beretics 
in the age in which they lived, though circum- 
ftances might arife which Ihould make their opi- 
nions very obnoxious afterwards ; and Irenseus, 
without making the diftin&ion that he ought 
{o have done, might enumerate their opinions • 
among other offenfive ones of the Gnoftics, and 
even as a part of their herefy. And hence might 
arife his embarraffment in calling the Gnoftics 
J^erctics, and yet never calling the Ebionites fo. 
It is a conduft that I cannot account for in any 
pther way. 
P. 32i> ]. 6, dele or fomething like it: 
P. 332* I know not whether the following 
palTage in Cafaubon's Excrcitationes in Baronium 
has ever fallen in Dr. Prieftlcy's wly. If not, it 
may not be difagreeable to him to fee it. *^ Ad* 
*' fert Cyrillus, Ubro feptimo contra impium Ju- 

'* lianum, cv a ^isiifx^^ tov co/Ih 'mxav ^wom^tKuv xoa^fiot^ 9$ 
*• ^laSe yoy®^^ 6 vaJtw BeiHoGo; offlffw. Ecce hic habes >oyo9 

f! per quern, ait Plato, faftum eflc mundum afpec- 

" tabilem. 



( 
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** tabilem. Vidctur dicere idem cum Johannc, et 
** hoc eft quod Cyrillus ait. Cetcrum fi rem pe- 
^* nircs fpedkcmus, wy®- Pktonis, id eft ratio ilia 
^^ quam ait a deo fummo adhibitam in conditura 
" mundi, longe eft aliud quam vcrbum Cbriftus 
** apud Johanncm, et illo Aoy®- twworcOof^ folis notus 
^* iis quibus facra fcriptura innotuit, Talia mul- 
** ta habentur apud patrcs, in quibus homonymia 
<* poffit parum cautis imponere;" 
. And a little before thefe words, having quoted 
^ obfervation from Bafil relating to the fame 
fubjetl, he fays, ^* Hacc viri fummi admonitio in 
^* legendis veterum patrum fcriptis apprimc eft^ 
*' neceflaria. Multa enim in illorum monumen- 
^* tis occurrunt, ad hujus vocisilluftrationcmelc- 
^' ganter, ingeniofe, addam et utiliter, pro tern- 
" pore, excogitata, quae tamen docbrinam parum 
^^ fplidam contineant. Sic accipienda funt quse- 
^* cunque ab illis proferuntur ex antiquis philo- 
*^ fophis, ut probent etiam fapientibus inter gen- 
" tes vtrbum fuiffe noium quod celebrat Johan- 
" nes." p. 3. Col. 2. Edit. Geneva, 1663. (X) 
P- 337^ \' 2 (^) for Here, rea4 In this and the 
preceding paffage. 

V O L. II. 

P. 37. 1. 2 and I (^) « And being the imme- 
" diate maker and governor of all things." The 

3 Doctor's 
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Doftor's verfion refers thefe chferafters to him 
whom Plato calls (bo ftcond Gody and whofe fub- 
ftance, he fays, " i^ derived . from the principal 
•* one/' I am inclined to think that, according 
to the Greek of this quotation, they ought rather 
to be referred to the principal one, whom Plato 

ftiles 'BrfcJI®-, t| 8 huis^ i^i®- z^t{ Tw i«rap&v rn^ Haia§» 

O infMUfv®' <b ^loaailTis r^v q}mv IS here marked out by a 
charafter which muft in ftridt propriety belong to 
the principal one, h^^i tmifovae^wogi i. e. as I un- 
derftand it, and fo I find Valcfius tranflates it^ 
icing tranfcendent in dignity ; and'it fcenis tq be 
expretsly diftinguilhed (rom o lidi vuawy tm^ vam [to 

wfft/7»] Wforaiem uTngyntra;, When the mg is fpokenrcff 

as the immediate creator, vfotnxm is often added to 
exprefs this idea. See quotation from Cyril, p^ 
46,4. 2. and the quotation from the fame page, 
1. 2, 3. 

P.. 70. the whole payagraph^ to 1, 2, p. 71. 

Whether Eufebius was prqperly an Arian, or 
not, is a qu^sftion whic h has long been debated, 
and appears to me not very eafy to be abfolutely 
decided; and, while it remains undetermined, it 
may perhaps be doubtful what conftruftion * is 

• " What conftru^ioQ, &c." To explain my meaning by 
an inftance Ei^febiiis (Dem. Evang. lib. 4> cap. 2.] dile^ the 
Son Tiiv ^iFpoToToKov (ToQtAv, Qh\]if J^i oKn VQipctv jy Koyutir^ 

But then he adds, with the appearance at leaft of a qualifi* 

catioii 
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to be put upon feveral of thofe pafTages of Eufe* 
bius^ in which he fcemi to coincide with the fen«> 
timienta of the antenicene orthodox^ However^ 
chat he often fl>caks the fame language with 
them> Of ipproachea very nearly to it« is certain, 

caUon of the application he had juft been , making of thef^ 
termi to the Son^ 3^ %tTt J^i avtokaKov )^ o.vTd^ytt^oi^i'jn- 
mH^ cr TAtt yivnroti ^ifjn^^ which may leave fome foom to 
qaeftioii whether be.BD<ier(tood thefe epithets in the fame fenfe 
with the uncontrovftrtiUjr ortho4oar. In the oration on dui 
^ieation of the churches (Bufeb. Hift. Ecclef, lib. to. ^ap. 
4* addrefled to PauHnus, bi(bop of Tjre^ and afcribed by 
many to Eufebius himfelf) p. 334 of the Ment^ edition, the 
fpeftker> mf^ntioning the foul of man^ calls it «tt/7oFofp<tr vffHtp, 
produced bjr the Sou •HoTeel^ iK nt fjm^ orr^, certainly net 
ineMiiBg thaCrthi^ iflrtelligenct was underivedy or the intelU?' 
gence of the Son who formed it ; bat rather that intelligence 
IS its e^ential quality, its proper charadkeriftic, infq)arable 
from its being ; or, to come nearer, if pofllble, to the force 
of the Greek word, that pure intelligence is its ilefinitiony that 
which conftitutes it what it is. And, in like manner, I have 
fometimes been ready to think Eufebius might intend no 
more by feveral of thefe exprelDons than to give his very high 
fenie of the perfon to whom he applies them. The Son ia 
iet/T«vv^, fltuToAoy^, (i.v7offopiAy i. e. intelligence, reafon, and 
wifdom itfelf, according to the fame figure of fpeedi (thougli 
in a much more exalted meaning) by which fome perfons^ 
intending to difplay the excellence of a wife and good man, 
would fay he is wifdom and goodnefs itfelf. But all this is 
to be conCdered merely as a query. 

Two 
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Two of the paffagcs here quotbd arc evident in* 
ftances of this* But I am not qiritexertain whd^ 
thcr the laft pafiagc which Dr. Pricftlcy prddi3Cei 
as an example of this> I mean that from Eitie- 
bius's Epiftle ad Caefarienfes [Theodoriti Hift. 
Ecdef.] is the moft full to the Do&or'a pilrpofe* 
For immediately after thfc words, here quoted it 

follows not only> oSo^ vcSf®- amfcSj^^hut mtkmjktfb' 
Hug am toi asikf®' hrccfiMi fcaila eorTSh^.tf&itr Mdfiet lU w^ndti 

m^mln;txfia&'. In thc fame fenfe m Which the Fa^ 
ther, according to ConJdantine^ was 'ahiays father^ 
he was always king and favioun But as it codkl 
never be Conftantine's intentfon to fay that thief^ 
fubjefts of God's governnient and ialvation were 
ahv^ys^ any otherwife than all his works may be 
i^id to be always with him> as comprehended in 
his fore-knowledge and purpofirs f fb neither doe^ 
it foUow from this reafoa alone^ that the Son had 
any exigence in the Father prior to his being he- 
gotten, in any other fenfe, u e. as the Dofikor haa . 
very properly rendered the word JwASjWfc SccLe 
Cpicrc's Ars Crieica^ vol j. p. 49. edit. 1700. &pcr 
alfo quotation *, p. ijo, where the fame manner 
q£ conceiving and reafonii^ feems td occur in the 
foUowing words« O (im^mAis tuv wm^ mJ^ ^^x^ 

«Ai w«hri la the next w<>rd^ Tatian may; be 

thought 
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But if the dcfign of the obfervation WaS only tliiil 
(though I allow that if no more was meant it is 
very inaccurately cxpreflcd) that though o 9wj de- 
notes the one true Ood, Sio^ without the article 
mayi not muft^ have a different fignilication, I 
{hould think it is not wholly without ground* The 

V - cafe appears to me to be this* OSiof, efpccially 
when made the lubjcft of a propolition, denotes 
Ibme particular pcrfon, who is pointed out by 
that title i and when it fs ufed abfolutelyj and 
without reftriftion, denotes him to whom the 

' appellation fuper-cminentlyj or in that high fenfe^ 

cxclufivcly belongs* ©ct^ without the article^ on 
the Other hand, niirf^ \ repeat the diftinftiony not 
"mujt^ denote not fo dircftly a perfon, as a general 
defcription, and reprefent properly only dignityj 
power, and pre-eminence. Dcur. xxxii. 21. Ai5^' 

a Kings xix. 18. OI1 « Seoc tmv, a>^ >i t^a xttfuv ety^^TttAV* 

KO:s xix. 2.6, ^fy«v ^i y« uori ^soi w 3i« xf«f«i» ytvofABvois in 
which, and in other really parallel places, thd 
addition of the article would, I conceivci be 
either difagreeable to the genius of the Greek 
language, or elfe vary the fenfe confiderably 3 
and this I am apt to think, is the real ufe which 
fome comparatively modern writers in this con- 
troverly defigned to make of this diftinftion; 
not that when it is faid ««« 9wj w hoy®-, the word^ 

cannot 
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canilbt, merely on account of ihe omiflion of the 
article, means the fame with o 9£©^ juft before men- 
tioned; but that there is no neceffity jthat it fliould 
be thus underftoodj and confequently. that it is 
no conclulive proof againft their fyftem* If anj^ 
have carried this obfervatioh farther, they have 
done it without fulficient reafon, and Philo's ap* 
plication of it in the paflage cited from him^ 
p. 14. has nothing of feal fijpport to it in the 
words that gave occafion to his remark. (X) 

P. 162. 1. 4. read^ Jf Ghrifthad been conceived 
to be 

P. 183. L4. (b) ready by the prophets fore- 
telling things to come, and by himfclf when 
made like us, &c. 

P. 221. 1. 13* With refpeft to Irenaeus, Ori* 
gen's words quoted p. 208 tj ^re ^Ifo decifivc ad 
to this point i fince he there fays, that the foul 
of Chrift, divefted of the body, preached to fouls 
divefted of bodies ; which can never be under- 
flood of the merely fcnfitive fouK (X) 

P. 226. 1. J. read^ fo the .divinity is not changed 
by the body of Chrift 

P. 352, 1. 4. {b^ ready Socrates, however, fays 

P. 41 1. 1. 3* (Jb) ready can only be founded on 
the circumftance of the name of God occurring 
three times in the yerfes that he quotes. 

Vol. IV. ♦Cc VOL. 
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VOL. III. 

P. 57. L II. ready begin higher 

P. 106. Note 1. 3, 4, ** Perhaps the firft %t^ 
*' fhould have been xf^fo^*' Perhaps an eafier 
emendation would be »m . « y^ w^rcv [wojj £^ii«r 

Kcuhiyt » • A . a^^' f7»%f « • X • fncrtv deo; ii ouIh [the text is 
ev i/itf] tXaXivrev. (X) 

P. 98. 1. 6. Befides^ &c. omit from this word 
to the end of the paragraph, as not being fuf- 
ficiently to the purpofe 

P. lOi. 1. I. (^) read^ the whole of his dif- 
courfe - 

P. 193. 1. !• ready Then firft was Marc, a Gen- 
tile, biftiop at Jerufalem 

P. 197. 1. II. ready he feems to fay 

P. 228. 1. 10. (^) read^ The manner in which 
Hegefippus quotes the gofpel of the Hebrews, 
was fuch as led Eufebrus to think, &c. 

P, 264. 1. 8. ready and any other that profejOes 
himfelf to be the logos of God. 

P. 305. 1. 5. ready hardly confiftent 

P, 308, 1. 5. ready that, except Theodotus, we 
read 

P. 340. L4. ready impioufly brought up 

P. 37 1, 1.7. ready very probably, among the 
Albigenfes 

P. 407* 



/ 

/ 
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P, 407 . after the paragraph^ addy 

Though none of the following authorities go 
fo far back as the age of the apoftles, there being 
no writers to connect with thofe of the age of 
Juftin Martyr, &c. yet as the oldeft unitarians 
that we hear of exprefs furprfze at the orthodox 
fenfe of the logoSy it is evident that they took it 
for granted, that their fenfe of it was that which 
had tee.n put upon it by the unitarians of the 
age before thenri, 

P.416.1I. 2, r^^//, had much recpurfe to rea- 
foning. 

V O L. I v. 

P. 31. !• 10. ready appears to have been in- 
tended 

P. 49. L I. read^ to whom Mary was related, 
that the family of Mary might be known 

P. 62* 1. 6 {b) read^ if any circumftances in the 
ftory itfelf, can be pointed out 

P, 64, r. 6. ready was not generally known 

P. 84. 1. 7. {b) ready he mentions as holding 

P. 85. 1. 3. {b) ready fome who difbelieved it 

P. 104. after the paragraph addy 

It muft be acknowledged, hbwever, that, ac- 
cording to the account we have of Marcion's 
goipel of Luke, it contained many things which 
we cannot but think muft have been different 
from tl^e original. If, therefore! he would have 

* C c a * main- 
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maintained the gcnuincnefs of it in all refp0s^ 
it would Icflcn the weight of hi§ tcftimony In 
this c^fc. Having nothing of Marcion*s own . 
writing, we cannot form any certain judgment in 
(he cafe* 

P* 118.1. 1, (Jb) read^ ktpt at Bethlehem at 
leaft one complete year- 

P. 135. afier the paragraph ^ addj 

It clearly appears from John vii. 41, 42. 5a, 
that the Jews in general, knew nothing of. Jefus 
having been born at Bethlehem* Others f aid ibis 
is the Chriji. But fome faid Jhall Chrtfi come out ^/. 
Calilee f Hatf) not the fcripture faid that Cbriji 
cornet h of the feed of David, and out ef the town of 
Bethlehem, where David w(is ? Tthey anfwired and 
faid to himy Art thou alfo of Galile^^ Search and 
look for out of Galilee arifetb no prophet. 

At this Whitby very naturally exprefles much 
furprize. ^^ It is wonderful,'* he fays, ^^ that not 
^' the multitude only who had heard the ihepherds 

declaring from an angel that Chrift was born at 

Bethlehem (Lukeii. 15, 16) and had wopdered 
^' at the words which had been told th^m by the 
^* Ihepherds, ver. 18, Ihould make this objec- 
^' tion, ver. 41 ; but that the chief priefts and 
^^ pharifees who knew that the wife men went to 
^' Bethlehem, to worfhip him who was born king 
^^ of the Jews, fhould infifl: upon it. This is an 
*? ipftance of the power of prejudice to fhut the 

^1 *^ ?y«^ 
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" eyes againft the cleareft truth/* Indeed, that 
Chrift ihould have been born at>Bethlehem in 
fuch remarkable circumftances,. as the iritroT,^ 
dudionfi.to the gofpels. of Matthew and Luke, 
fuppofe, and yet that all people. (hould- take.it. 
for granted, that he was a native of .Nazareth^ is . 
not eafily accounted for, 

P, 136. 1. 4 (^) ready Mattliew, indeed, or ra-r. 
ther the Jews of that age, fuppofed 

P. 138. 1. I (^) ready has been fuppofed to bg 
alluded to 

P. 15?, 1, 5. re^^dy the fuppoftd circurpftance? 
P. 163. 1. 6 {b) ready came to gain grpund 

■ 

P. 167.1. 6 (Jf) ready the immediate inftrument 
P. 236, L I, {b) read^ Eufebius, who was a5 
leaft fufpefted of Arianifm 

P^ Zi^^ 1- 3 (^) r^^iy being really Gq4| or thejc,. 
creator. 
To the lift of j^ames addif 
Artemon flourilhed 187* 
Conftantine died, A. D, 337* 6^f 
Manuel Caleca flourifhed 1360. 

Nicephorus Calliftus flourifhed i333* 
Noetus flourifhed 250, 
Photius flourifhed 886» 
^abellius flouriftied 260. 
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P. 300. to the twelfth article fubjoin this notCj 
The fudden fpread of Arianifm may feem to be 
an exception to this obfervation. But, befidcs, 
that I imagine it fpread chiefly among the learned^ 
the way had been well prepared for if in the man- 
lier 'that I have explained^ 

After 'noticing the preceding remarks upoij 
particular pajfages in this work,. I muil obferve, 
that fome of my friends think that the evidence 
I have produced, in order to prove" that the 
bulk of common chriftians in the early ages, were 
limply unitarians, is not fufficient for the pur- 
ppfe. They think that '* the paflage from Ter- 
*• tuUian, quoted vol. III. p. 266, proves only that 
*' the major part of chriftians in his time were 
" offended with the new and unintelligible no- 
^^tions then introduced (notof Chrift's pre-exift- 
" ence) but of an (economy and trinity^ which they 
** could not reconcile to the fupremacy and unity 
" of the deity. " The like/' they fey, '* is true 
•* of the paflages from Origen, in p. 262, &c." 

But, with refpeft to this, I would obfervc, that 
if there was any evidence v/hatever, prefumptlve 
or pofitive, of any chriftians in thofe ages be- 
lieving the pre-exiftence of Chrift, and not be- 
lieving either with the Gnoftics that he was a 
prcrCjiiftent fptrit fiiperibr to the creator of the 

worlcj. 
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World, or with the Platonizing Fathers, that he 
was the uncreated logos of the Father, their ob* 
jection might have fome weight. But there is 
no trace of any fuch thing, either among the 
learned, or the unlearned. * 

As to the common people of Tertullian, and 
Origen,they certainly were notGnoftics, but of a 
charafter the very reverfe of them, the one rude 
in their conceptions, and the other too refined. 
On the other hand, they certainly did not relifh the 
notion of Chrift being the uncteated logos ; for that 
was part of the fame fyftem with the (economy ^ and 
trinity^ at which they were fo much fhocked } 
and there is no mention whatever of any inter- 
mediate kind of pre-exiftence, fuch as that of a 
created logos y till a much later period* 

As to the wrUers that have come down to 
us (if we omit the author of the Clementines, 
who was an unitarian) they were all, without ex- 
ception, from Juftin Martyr to Athanafius, Pla- 



• • • 



tonizing trinitanans* 



In the whole of that period, all who held the 
pte-cxiftence of Chrift either believed him to be 
the creator of the world, or a being fuperior to 
the creator of it. But the rude and Jimple faiths 
which the learned complained of, was evidently 
that which they were fuppofcd to have derived * 
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from the primitive Jewilh converts, which was 
merely founded on the confideration of the mi- 
racles and refurreftion of Chrift, by which he 
was only declared to be a man approved ofGody by 
Jigns and wonders^ and mighty deeds, which God 
did by him. 

The pre-exiftence, no lefs than the divinity of 
Chrift, was an article of faith which all the Fa* 
Others fay, the firft chrift i an converts were not 
prepared to receive, which it required much cau- 
tion to teach, and the enforcing of which was 
not ferioufly attempted by any of the apoftles 
before the writing of John's gofpel, in the very 
lateft period of the apoftolic age. According to 
this, the idea that the Jewilh chriftians muft 
necefTarily have had of Chrift, was the fame 
that they had been taught to entertain concern^ 
ing the Mcffiah, which never went beyond that 
of his being a man. The firft Gentile converts 
would naturally adopt the fame opinion ^ and 
confidering how numerous the chriftians were, 
and how they were difperfed over all the Roman 
empire, before the publication of John's gofpel, 
can it be fuppofed that they fliould have pafled 
from this fimple faith, to the doctrine of Chrift 
having been the creator of the world, in the time 
of Tertullian and Origen i and fo completely as 

that 
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that this opinion fhould have been univerfal 
even among, the common people, without our 
being able to trace the progrefs of this prodigious 
change ? 

Bcfides, it cannot be doubted but that the Jlmple 
and ignorant people of Tertullian and Qrigen, 
were the fame with thofe that were complained 
of by Athanafius, as perfons of low underfiand* 
ing ; and thefe were the difciples of Paulus Sa- 
mofatenfis, or proper unitarFans, They muft 
alio have been the fame with the ^rex fdelium of 
Facundus, in a much later period ; who are re- 
prefented by him as having no higher opinion of 
Chrift than that of Martha, Mary, and others of 
his difciples at that time, who, he fays, were /iw- 
fer/eSf in faith ^ but not heretics. From the nat\ire 
of the thing, the cafe could not have been other- 
wife. 

Moreover, Artemon, Theodotus, and Praxeas, 
againft whom Tertullian wrote the very treatifc 
in which he fpeaks of the majority of the common 
cbrijiians, wer,e cotemporary with him, as Beryllus 
was with Origen ; and Noetus, Sabellius, and 
Paulus Sarqofatenfis followed within twenty years. 
As the difciples of all thefe perfons were proper 
unitarians, it is morally impoflible that Tertullian 
or Origen fhould refer to any other. Thefe muft 
have been confidered as far more Jimple and igno^ 
rant than thofe who held the doftrine of pre- 
cxiftence. 

Vol. IV. * D d The 
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The acknowledgments that John was the only 
apoftle who taught with clearnefs and efFeft the 
difficult and fublime doftrines (as they were then 
called) of the pre-e;xiltence and divinity of Chriftj 
began with Origen, and continued without intcr- 
ruprion to the lateft period. And if thefe writers 
had not made thefe acknowledgments (which they 
certainly would not have done without very good 
reafon) the fcripture hiftory alone would prove 
the faft, on the fuppofition that a fight of the 
miracles and refurreftion of Chrift could teach 
nothing more than that he was a man approved of 
God, and the Mefliah. For neither inthe gofpels, 
nor in the book of A£ls, are there any traces of 
higher doftrines being taught, ^ 

A highly valued friend, after reading my work, 
ftates his general opinion as follows : — " It was to 
*' be expefted that, whatever was the original 
'^ opinion concerning Chrift, the converts to 
" chriftianity, and particularly the Platonizing 

Fathers, would foon raife their opinions of him 

too high, and that this would make one of the 
^^ firft corruptions of chriftianity. This we find 
*^ to have aftually happened, and the principal 
*^ occafion for it was given by the introduction to 
'^ ^t. John's gofpel. By making Chrift ihtper- 
^^ fonified logos of the deity, he was raifed fo high, 
^^ as to be impafiible ; and the confequence of 
*^ this was, that thefe Fathers, finding a difficulty 
** in conceiving how fuch a being could be born 

^' and 
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'^ and ftfFer and die, were led to fpeak of hiai as if 
" this was true only of a human foul that he had 
" aflumcd. At laft they carried their ideas of him. 
" fo high as to reckon him very Go(l ; and it being' 
** impoflible that any human mipd fhould believe 
*^ that God himfelf fufFered ^nd died, the prcfeiit 
*' eftablilhed doftrine q( the God-man, and the by-- 
" poji at ical union was neceffarily introduced. This 
** very naturally produced Arianifmy by leading the 
♦* chriftians who embraced this doftrine'to lower 
" Chrill, in order to avoid making him a mere 
*• man united to God, and to deviate fo far from 
" the opinions (or at leaft fome of the language 
'.' of the Antenicene Fathers) as tq make him not 
^ *^ only inferior to the Father, but capable of fuf- 
" fering and dying. And this again led the or- 
** thodox party to ftill higher notions of Chrift's 
" divinity, and confequently a ftill greater ^ne- 
** ceflity of providing a human foul for him, and 
" dividing him into two beings;. This, I am in- 
*^ clined to think, was the progrefs of the opinions 
*^ concerning Chrift in the firft four centuries.'* 

This, it will be perceived, correfponds very 
rtearly with my own ideas. Only I think there is 
a neceflity of fuppofing that the original dodrine 
(by a departure from which the Platonic corrup- 
tions began) was that of Chrift being a mere man^ 
who had no pre-exiftence at all. For this is the 
very opinion univerfally afcribed to ti>e vulgar in 
the life-time of Chrift, in the age of the apoftles; 

3 and 
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and in that of the Anteniccne Fathers. There is 
alfo no trace of any chriftians denying that Chrift 
had a proper human foul before the time of Arius, 
That he had one is as exprefsly aflerted by the 
earlieft writers, as it is by the lateft. However, 
all the faHs that I have been able to coUedt are 
fairly before the reader, and all I wilh is, by this 
means, to affift him in forming a true judgment. 
At the clofe of this Appendix I had intended to 
have replied to two opponents, who have lately 
appeared in the controverfy relating to the fub* 
jeft of this work. But I think it more advifcable 
not to connect with it any thing of fo temporary a^ 
nature. The work itfelf, I am confident, will be 
deemed, by all inripartial and proper judges, more 
than a fufBcient anfwer to any thing that has yet 
been publilhed on the other fide. If, however, 
any thing fliall appear that fhall be thought tode- 
ferve particular confideration, my readers may be 
aflured that I fliall not pafs it without notice. 
This is a difcuflion from which I feel no inclina- 
tion to ftirink. If I have fallen into any mifl:ake 
of confequence, I fliall frankly acknowledge it. 
But as to things that do not afFeft the main argu- 
ment, I fliall not be very folicitous about them. 
They will only hurt myfelf^ and not the caufi 
for which I contend. 

BIRMINGHAM, 
April 5, 1786. 
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jdBELARDy whether an unitarian, vol. 3. 
page 369 
Jbjiinentesj the fame with the Prifcillianilts, 4. 

268 
jEonSy of the Gnoftics, i. 155 
jletiusj the mafter of Eunomius, his doftrine, 4, 

196 
jilbigenfesy defcended from the Paulicians, 4. 269 ; 

whether unitarians, 3. 368 
Alexander of Alexandria^ his doubts about the 

principles of Arianifm, 4. 1 97 
>f»g-^/j, according to Philo, 2. 16; how diftin- 

guifhed from the logos, 2. 96 
jfntichrifty of John, meant the Gnoftics, i. 256 
Apollinarian coniroverjy, 2, 255 
ApoftleSy taught the pre-exiftence and divinity of 

Chrift with caution, 3. 10 1 5 — to the Gentiles, 

Jrian 
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Arian ^controverfyy an account of it, 4, 165 
Brians y not properly unitarians, i. 73 
jirian bypotbejisy highly incredible, i • 57 j re- 
fembles that of the Gnoftics, 4. 168, 2295 
commenced in the age of Arius, 170; ante- 
cedent caufes of it, 173; ftated, 193; argu- 
ments for it, 199; againft it, 21 1 j compared 
to heathen ifm, 214$ oppofed to SabelJianifm, 
220 ; a new herefy, 223 i general obfervations 
relating to it, 231. 
Jriftotley his animadverfions upon Plato, 1.329 
jirticky tbe word God with, and without it, 2. 158 
jlthanafius^ his account of herefy, i. 296 s his 
tendernefs for the unitarians, 3. 331 i his tef- 
timony to the caution of the apoftles in teach- 
ing the doftrine of the divinity of Chrift, 3. 
86 
Auftiriy his definition of herefy, 1.243; weight 
derive his dodtrine of predeftination from the 
Manichaean fyftem, 4. 293. 

Baptifmy not ufed by fome Gnoftics, i. 232 ; the 
praftice of the unitarians with refpedt to it, 

3-439 
BarnabaSy the authority of the epiftle afcribed to 

him, 1 . 97 
Bafily perfecuted by the unitarians, 3, 349 

Betblebeniy 
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BetbUhemi Jefus not fuppofed by the unitarians 

to be born there, 4. 1 34 
Badyy of Chrift, opinions concerning it, 2. 246 5 

thought to feel no pain, 252 
BonofianSy unitarians, 3. 365 

CatboUcSy their near agreement with the Gnoftics, 
I. 1735 embaraffed by their different oppo- 
nents, 2. 439. 

Caufe^ applied to the Father with refpedt to the 
Son, 4, 179 

Cenfus, at the birth of Chrift, improbabilities at-* 
tending it, 4. 1 24 

Cbrifty no proper objeft of prayer, i. 36 ; his di- 
vinity and pre-exiftence not known in the time 
of the apoftles, 23 ; not agreeable to the ge- 
neral tenor of the fcriptures, i . i ; his miniftry 
continued only one year, 138 ; doftrine of the 
Gnoftics concerning him, 175; his ignorance 
of the day of judgment, 2. 234 ; his divinity 
firft taught with caution, 3. 272; creates with- 
out the orders of his Father, 343 j offence 
taken at his mean condition, 172 i how re- 
plied to by the philofophizing chriftians, 1 79 ; 
defcribed in magnificent terms as the logos of 
God, i86i the medium of all divine commu- 
nications to manj 188 ; made his own body 
^nd foul, 1935 raifetl himfelf from the dead, 

194 i 
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194; fuppofed to have two fouls, 221; dif- 
miffed his foul when he pleafed, 222 ; how he 
conducted himfelf with refpedt to his own 
divinity, xj. 50, 64; his pre-exiftencc and di- 
vinity thought to be fublime doftrines, 56 

Clemens Akxandrinus^ his idea of herefy, i. 284; 
charged with Arianifm, 4. 185 

' — Romanusy did not teach the pre-exiftencc 
or divinity of Chrift, i. ^;^ 

Clementine Homilies^ the ufe of that work, i. 113, 
3. 254; efteemed by the Ebionites, 3. 216 

Communiony a teft of catholicifm, i . 247 

Conjiantiney his opinion of the Arian controverfy, 

4- ^^98 

Confuhji ant tali tyy 2l term at firft rejefted by the 
orthodox, 2. 357, 3. 395 i ufed by the philofo- 
phical unitarians, 3. 393; an account of it, 4. 
181 ; arguments of the orthodox in favour of 
it againft the Arians, 4. 21 1 

• Creation^ not confined to the Son, 2. 304 s out of 
nothingy the idea of it takes place of the doc- 
trine of emanations, 4. 175 ; St. Paul's ufe of 
the term, 4. 339 

Creattirey the term applied to Chrift by the an- 
cients, 4. 213 ; cannot be a creator, 219 

Greedy apoftles, direfted againft the Gnoftics, i, 
303 i Athanafian, 2. 345 

Credibilityy 
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Credibility i of a faft, what is neceflary to eftablilh 
it, 4.' 59 

Cudworthy his wrong account of the Platonic tri- 
nity, 1.349 

D^»i/«^r^«j, according to Plato, 1 . 324 

Devily ignorant of the divinity of Chrift, 3. 80; 

and of the miraculous conception, 4. 42, 51 ; 

his foliloquy on the occafion. 54 
Dionyjius of Alexandria^ called the fountain of 

Arianifm, 4. 185 
Donatusy not orthodox with refpeft to the divinity 

of the Holy Spirit, 2. 329 ; his followers not 

trinitarians, 3. 326 

Ebionitesy how confidered by Irenaeus, i. 281; 
the fame people with the Nazarenes, 3. 158; 
of their fuppofcd herefy, 201 ; falfely charged 
with the doftrine of the Gnoftics, 206; of 
their facred books, 212; men of eminence 
among them, 219; the lateft accounts of 
them, 231; their gofpel altered, 4. 105 

Egypt, improbabilities attending the fuppofition 
of Jefus having been carried thither, 4. 119. 

ElipanduSy an unitarian j 3. ^66 

Epipbaniusy fays that the Ebionites detefted the 

prophets, 3. 217 

Ejfencey 
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EJfenceytht fame with power, according to the 
Platonifts, 1.339, 374; whether different in 
God, 2- 85 ; diftinguiftied from hypoftafis, 2. 
352.J of the Father and the Son, whether the 
fame, 4. 1 8 1 
Eucbarifty not obferved by fome Gnoftics, i. 229 
Evily the origin of it, according to the Gnoftics, 

I. 154 

EufebiuSy his account of the late date of the uni- 
tarians, 3. 295, 31 z 
EutycbeSy his do6brine, 4. 259 
EufysbiuSj his account of the council of Nice^ 

3- 3^9 

FacunduSy his account of the unitarians of his 
time 3. 334 

FatCy the doftrine of it afcribed to Simon Ma- 
gus, I. 163 

Father y they the fame with God, 2. 339 ; tlie foun- 
tain of deity, 4. 179 ; whether God could be one 
before the generation of the Son, 2. 1235 the 
proper title of God when he had one, 1213 
minifters to the Son, 344 

FelicianSy unitarians, 3. 366 

Firmiliany his account of herefy, i. 293 

FullOy Peter y his opinions, 4. 26 1 

3 GenealogieSy 
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Genealogies J endlefsy of 6t. Paul^ !• ^57 > of Jefus, 
how underftood by the ancients, 4. 113 

Generation, of the logos, illuftrated by the utter- 
ing of words, 2. 88 ; by the prolation of a 
branch from a root, 100 ; whether it implies 
paffion, 1 17 > what bounds there are to it, 1 20 ; 
defcribed in an indecent manner, 124; reprie- 
fcnted as a myftery, 83, 125 3 in time, and a 
voluntary aft, 128 ; eternal and neceffary, 1405 
how it differs from procejion, 294; advantage 
taken of the expreflion by the Arians, 4. 208, 
224 

rmn/®-i applied to all creatures by the Platonift^, 
4. 177 ; not differing originally from yw*©-, 

178 

Gentile chrijiians, originally unitarians, 3. 233; 
prefutnptive evidence of it, 235 i dired evi-^ 
dence for it, 258 
Glory y given to the Father only, 2. 319 
CnoJlicSy their principles, i. 139; two kinds of 
them, 142; their pride, 150; their immora- 
lities, 215; gave leftures for money, 223; 
great affertors of liberty, 225 j their public 
worlhip, 227; the only heretics of antiquity^ 
237J diftinguilhed by peculiar names, 2505 
the refcmblance of their tenets to thofe of the 
Arians, 4. 168 3 this urged by Athanafius and 

others, 229 

Gcdj 
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Cody whether he made himfclf according to the 

Platonifts, 1.378; whether in place, 2. 170; 

fynonymous to Father with the Antenicene 

writers, 2. 170. 

Goody they according to the Platonifts, t. 375 

Goths and Vandals y &c. whether all Arians, 3. 367 

HegeJippuSy his account of herefy, i. 265; an ac- 
count of him, 3. 221 

Herefyy the nature of it in the primitive times, 
1. 238 ; in a later period, 295 s the fame with 
Gnofticifm, 237, 252 

HermaSy of the treatife afcribed to him, i. 103 

HypoJiaJiSj diftinguifhed from ejfencey 2. 352 

Ideasy according to Plato, i. 327, of Philo, 2. 3 

Idolatryy mankind originally prone to it, 3. 2 
IgnatiuSy of his epiflles, 1. 106 s his account of 

herefy, 258 
Incarnationy fuppofed ufe of it, 2. 258 ; objeded 

to by unbelievers, 265 
Irenausy his account of herefy, i. 274 

JamblichuSy his account of the principles of things, 

1-373 
Jeromy makes no difference between the Naza- 

renes and Eibonites, 3. 169 

Jerufalemy no orthodox Jcwifh church there after 

the time of Adrian, 3. 190 

Jews, 
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*jtiJOSy believers in the divine unity, ^. 7 \ this 
acknowledged by tlie chriftian Fathers, 9; 
reafons why they were not taught the doctrine 
of the trinity, 1 8 \ how they exprefled their 
abhorrence of it, 26 \ their objeftions to the 
genealogies of Jefus, 4* 1 1 5 

'John^ the reafon of his writing the iritroduftion 
to his gofpel, I. 181, 185; t6 oppofe the 
Gnoftics, 253 J was the firft who taught with 
elearnefs the doftrines of the prc-exiftenGe and 
divinity of Chrift, 3. 123 

JoneSy his opinion about the Nazarcnes and 
Ebionites, 3. 178 

Julian^ his account of the Platonic principles, 
I. 3695 reproaches chriftians with the doc- 
trine of the trinity, 2. 445; obferves that 
Mofes taught the unity of God, 3* 32; objefts 
to the miraculous conception, 4. 155. 

^ufiin Martyr y\i\% account of herefy, 1. 269^ his 
account of the unitarians* 3? ^78 

Laityy the part they took in the excommunica- 
tions of the unitarian clergy, 3. 308 
LogoSy according to Plato, i. 325 \ of the Jews in 
general, 2. 19; ofPhilo, 5, 17; of chriftians, 
originally an attribute of the Father, 53 \ not 
. confined to the perfon.of Chrift, 75 j the power 
of the Father, 77 5 the will of the Father, 78 ; 
Vol. IV, Cc * the. 
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the foul of the Father, 80 ; in place, 196,404; 
incapable of fuffering, 215 ; not impaired by 
its union with the body of Jefus, 225 ; united 
both to the body and foul of Chrift, 226, 230 ; 
omniprefent, 2. 231 j nd created fpirit, 232 ; 
what the ancient unitarians underftood by it, 
3. 406 
LucianyTidiculcs the dodrine of the trinity, 2. 444 

MacedoniuSy his opinion, 2. 324 

MarcioTty martyrs /among his difciples, i. 205; 
afferts the gcnuinenefs of his gofpel of Luke, 
236 ; 4. 103 

Mark, his omiflion of the miraculous conception, 
4. 100 

Martyrdom, do6trine of the Gnoftics with refpeft 
to it, I. 201 

Mary, fuppofed to have had no proper child- 
birth, I. 176 ; made by Chrift, 2. 192 s mira- 
culoufly delivered, 4. 147 

Marriage, difapproved by the Gnoftics, i. 222 

Materialifm, furnifliing an argument againft the 
pre-exiftence of Chrift, i . 84 

Matter, uncreated according to Plato, 1.343; 
the fource of evil> how that opinion afFefted 
chriftianity, 4. 289 

Mattkiw, his rcafons for not teaching the divi- 
nity of Chrift, 3. 137 i rcfleftions on the fub- 
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jeft, 148 i his gofpel according to the Ebio- 
nites, 3. 213 ; obfervations on the introduftion 
to it, 4. 106 

Maxims ofbiftorical criticifm^ 4. 294 ' 

Meffiaby the Jews always expcfted a man in that 
charafter, 3. 34 ; no expeftation of any fuch, 
perfon among the Gentiles, 38 

Metatrotiy among the Jews, 3. 40 

Miraculous conceptioiiy treated of, 4. i '; its nature 
and importance, 8 ; the ufe of it according tp 
the Fathers, 26 ; much boafted of by them, 39; 
reafon for its being concealed, 43 j arguments 

• for it, 56 ; not known very early, 64 ; difbe- 
lieved by the Ebionites, 7 2 i by many of the 
Gentile chriftians, 84 1 and by the early Gnof- 
tics, 92 ; internal evidence of the hiftory con- 

, fidered, 100 ; not related by Mark, ibid. ; the 
two hiftories of it very different, 117; fuppofecj 
allufions to it in the Old Teftament, 138 ; obt 
jeftions of unbelievers to it, 1515 replies of the 
Fathers, 155 ; fuppofed ufe of it with refpedl 
to the education of Jefus, 345.. 

Montanifis^ not trinitarians, 3. 323 

/ 

NazareneSy the fame people with the Ebionites, 3. 

158 ; no believers in the divinity of Chrift, 188 

^azareibj Jefus thought to have been born there, 

by many Gentile unitarians^ 4, 135 

C c a Neftarius^ 
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Neftorius^ his doftrine very popular, 4. 240 5 his 
opinion ftatcd, 241*; many of his followers Pe- 
lagians, 248 ; their arguments, 249 ; in all parts 
of Europe, 255 ; arguments againft them, ibid. 
JiicolaitanSy i. 216, 221, 243 
Novehy, fynonymous to berejyy i . 245 
Nous, according to Plato, i. 327 ; according to 
the later Platonifts, 361 

One, the, fynonymous to fbe Good, i. 377 
Oriental Pbilofopby^ the principles of it, 1 . no 
Origen, his account of herefy, i. 2905 charged 
with the Arian doftrine, 4, 188 ; defended, iji 

Patripaffian dcdrine, 3. 376 

Paulicians, an account of them, 4. 268 

Paulus Samofatenjisy of his excommunication. 3. 

309 
Pelagians, m2Lny of them anti-trinitarians, 3.327 

Perfons, fynonym6us to hypoftafes, 2. 360 

Perfanijication of the logos, occafional, 2, 46 ; per- 
manent, 48, 

Philo, his Platonifm, 2. i 

Philojophy, of the Greeks, afcribed to the logos, 
2. 2:82 ; oriental and Platonic, remains of them 
in chriftianity, 4. 288 

Photinus, his excommunication, 3. 319 ; his cha- 
rafter, 3. 34J 

Plato, 




INDEX. 389 

Plato J a view of his philofophy, i. 320 r highly 
commended by the chriftian Fathers, a, 26; 
cenfured by them in fome refpefts, 28 ; his third 
principle did not correfpond to the Holy Spi- 
rit, 290 

Platonifmy cbrijiiany 2, 23 ; hqw explained by the 
chriftian Fathers, 23 s ^ cenfure upon it, 399 

Plasmftsp offended at the Gnoftics, 1.172; the 
later ones, 35 6 } admirers of the chriftian logos, 
2.41 

PlotinuSi fpeaks of the immoralities of the Gnof- 
tics, I. 217 

Polycarp^ his fenfe of Chrift coming in the fl^^ 
1 . 1 96 J his idea of her^fy, 263 ^ 

Prjj^, rejected by fome Gnoftics, 1. 230 ^ Chrift 
not the object of it, 2. 162 

Principle («?x»j) applied to Chrift, 2. 395 

Principles y of Plato, i. 331 i of the later Platonifts, 

378 
Prifcillianijisy account of them, 4. 263 5 held fome 

Gnoftic opinions, 265 ; were unitarians, 266 

Proceedings how differing (vom generation^ 2. 294 

^aternityy faid to be held by the Ncftorians, 4; 
257 

RefurreSliony dift)elieved by the Gnoftics, i. 208 

C c 3 Schifnff 
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Scbifm^ diftinguilhed from bfirefjy i . 246" 

Scriptures^ their infpiration not believed by the 
Gnoftics, I. 123'^ corrupted by them, 235 

SetniarianSy 4. 195 

Simon Magusj an account of him, i. 117 

SiXy a facred number, 2. 390 

Son, his generation from the Father, 2. 44; why 
only one generated, 115; inferior to the Father, 
145 ; his perfeft equality to the Father, 341 

Souly corruptions in chriftianity arifing from the 
belief of it, 4. 288 ; its union with God ac- 
cording to the Platonifts, i. 387 j the chriftian 

« 

Fathers thought that Chrift had one, 4. 227 5 
the Arians believed t)ie contrary, 194 

— *— of f be world y according to Plato, i- 341, 345 

Spirit, Holy, the controverfy relating to it, 2, 268; 
opinions concerning it before the council of 
Nice, 270 J after that council, 285 ; vivifies the 
body of Chrift, 307 -, arguments for his divi- 
nity, 317 ; for his perfonality, 320 ; his proper 
office, 299 j the center and copula of the Father 
and Son, 303 j his divinity chiefly objefted to 
in Alia minor, 326 

SubftancCy ufed by the Latins for ejfence and bypof- 
taftsy 2. 355 

Summary view, of the evidence of the primitive 
church having been unitarian, 4. 303 
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SuHy in the Platonic fyftem, i. 332 
Sykesy Dr. his account of the apoftles creed, 1.31a 
SymmacbuSy fome account of him, 3. 220 ; writes 
againft the miraculous conception, 4. 75 

ftafiafiy his harmony had no genealogy, 4. 108 
Termsy new ones introduced after the council of 

Nice, 2. 351 
TerfuUianj his account of herefy, i. 286, ^44; his 

three creeds, 312 
TbeodoruSy of Mopfueftia, the matter of Neftorius, 

4- 239 
^heodotusy his excommunication by Viftor, 3. 303 
Tbeopafcbiiesy 4. 262 

Tbreey the myfterics of that number, 2. 388 
Timey faid by Origen to have no relation to God, 

2. 143 
^imaus LocruSy his philofophy, 1. 352 
Trinifyy of Plato, i. 331 ; of the later Platonifts^ 
383 5 according to the Fathers, 2. 292 

, cbrifiiany (hewn to imply a contradi(SHon, 1. 

48 ; no ufe of it, 87 \ all the perfons in it have 
a joint operation, 2. 310 ; after the council of 
Nice, 335 J arguments for it from the Old Tcf- 
tament, 392 ; from the New, 418 ; illuftrations 
of it, 362 ; from the properties of fire, 364 ; 
from the fun, 2^6 5 from vifion, 368 ; from the 
mind of man, 369 ; the three perfons of it re- 

C c 4 prefentcd 
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preftnted as diftinft beings, 376 ; illuftrated by 
the cafe of Adam, Eve, and dieir foil, 382 ; by 
that of a fo-inrain and river, &c. 384; repre* 
fented as a m/ftery, 385 ; objections to it how 
anfwered, 428 -, from the Father being called 
the one Go J, 429 j the one (rue God^ 432 » the 
only gQod^ 429; from Chrift being fent by the 
Father, 43 1 5 from Chrifl: praying to the Fa- 
ther, 434 ; from Chrift faying that the Father 
was greater than he, 435 ; from Chrift being 
fubjeft to the Father, ibid. ; from Chrift not 
having the difpofal of the chief places in his 
kingdom, 438 s much cavilled at, 441 

Uniony bypoftatiCy not held by the Neftorians, 4. 
258 

UnitarianSy hiftory of their doflirine, 3. i j greatly 
offended at the doftrine of the divinity of 
.Chrift, 272, 399 ; charged with teaching a no- 
vel doftrine, 312; they uniformly affert the 
antiquity of it, 314; ftate of them after the 
council of Nice, 318; concealed among the 
catholics, 334; in Gaul, 361 } after the fixth 
century, 364; philofophical, 376 j — thefe ftiewn 
to have been properly unitarians, 390 j their 
practice with refpeft to baptifm, 439; their 
arguments from feafon, 41^5 from the fcrip- 
Hires, 42^ 

Valiittinus^ 
I 
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VdentinuSy his doftrine of ^ons, i., 179 

Water y ufed by fome Gnoftics in the eucharift, i. 
231 

WattSy Dr. his candour with refpecl to his belief 
of the mirjlculous conception, 4. 343 

Wifdom^ in the book of Proverbs, applied to 
Chrift, 3. 427 ; whether created or not, 4. 225 

Worlds intelligihle^ of Plato, i. 330 ; according to 
the later Platonifts, 357 3 the maker of it ac- 
cording to the Gnoftics, 166 

Worm^ Chrift compared to one, 4. 139. 
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